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By Mr. HINEBAUGH: A bill (H. R. 7957) to correct the
military record of Henry Keeler; to the Committee on Military
Affalrs.

By Mr. KALANTANAOLE: A bill (H. IR. 7958) to correct ihe
“military title of Fred RR. Nugent; to the Committee on JMilitary
Affairs.

By Mr. PEPPER: A biill (H. R. 7959) for the relief of Frank
. Sammons; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. SMITH of New York: A bill (H. R. 7060) granting
an increase of pension to George H. Harris; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7961) granting an inerease of pension to
Ira Baker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. k. 7962) granting an increase of pension to
Conrad Haag; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

© Also, a bill (H. R, 7963) granting an increase of pension to
Chauncy C. Robinson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (I. I&. 7964) granting a pension to Albert Hahn;
to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 7965) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas M. Johnson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 7966) for the
relief of the heirs of J, D. Bellah, sr.; to the Committee on War
Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. ASHBROOK : Papers to accompany bill (H. R. 7219)
for the relief of Margaret H. Hurrey; to the Committee on
Pensions. !

By Mr. SHARP: Petition of Local Union No. 1426, United
‘Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America, of Elyria,
Qhio, favoring the passage of legislation granting to the citizens
of the District of Columbia the voting franchise; to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. SPARKMAN: Petition of sundry citizens of Lake

County, Fla., favoring the passage of H. J. Res. 163, to prevent
liguor traffic; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
nierce.
By Mr. TALCOTT of New York: Petition of the New York
State Retail Jewelers' Association, Binghamton, N. Y., favoring
the passage of legislation providing for the stamping of trade-
mark, quality, and proportion of gold contained in gold-filled
wateh cases; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce,

SENATE.
Moxpay, September 8, 1912,

The Senate met at 10 o’clock a. m. :
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Forrest J. Prettyman, D. D.
The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday last was read and
zpproved.
PROPOSED CURRENCY LEGISLATION.

Mr. STERLING. I present resolutions adopted by the Com-
mercial Club of Pierre, 8. Dak., which I ask may be printed in
the Recorp and referred to the Committee on Banking and Car-
rency.

ﬁ‘gem being no objection, the resolutions were referred to the
Committee on Banking and Currency and ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

At a meeting of the Pierre Commercial Club, held September 2, 1013,
the fillowing resolution was unanimously adopted:

“That the proposed currency bill now before Congress is of such
vital interest to the business and agricultural interests of the country
that It merits and demands a careful and comprehensive study by
Congress. Its passage should not be unduly hastened by any considera-
tion, and it should be made the subject of public hearings before being
enacted into law. A long, careful, and impartial consideration of the

roposed measure convinces ns that if enacted into law in its present
orm serious injury would follow, not particularly to the banks but to
all classes of business b{ reason of the inevitable contraction of the
power and ability of banks to extend the customary credit facilities,

“Throngh the mandatory transfer to the proposed Federal banks of
sgeveral hundred million dollars, which is at present supplying a part
of the basls of credit in the United SBtates, the loaning power of banks
will be enormously reduced. To the extent that bank reserves are

. locked up in the new Federal banks the ability of banks in the United
States. not only to extend new and better credit facllities but to main-
tain unimpaired the credit facilities they are now able to extend will
be gradually reduced. This is by far the most important and serious
contingency arising under the proposed system.

“ The hope of banking reform has Leen a hope that eredit facilities
to those who need them most—to the young man in business, to the
growing institution, to the units of business in developing sections of
the Uniied States—might be made more stable. To so direct credit
facilities as to give them their maximum usefulness to sound business
should be the first purpose of this legislation. Underlying all of this
should be the thought that the defects of an inadeguate system press
hardest, not upon the well established, prosperous, and wealthy business

men and institations of the United States but upon those who can
least afford to suffer. Every farmer, every salaried man, and every
wage earner feels the brunt of financial stress first of all. :

“Adequate banking reform can not be built upon a substructure that
of itself cavses contraction of credit. This measure, any analysis
shows, must inevitably reduce the loaning power of banks in an un-
precedented degree, due to the forced withdrawal from commercial banks
of Iarfe deposits on which they base their present loaning power,
When it is considered that the sum of this contraction will be in direect
Ero rtion to the withdrawal of funds amounting to more than a half

Illion of dollars, now part of the basis of the loaning power of banks,
the dan%cr involved becomes very real, and the causes of keen appre-
hen‘slon ecome very sound and well fonnded.

“ It is not sufficient to say that banks through the exercise of the
privilege of rediscount, will save business from this danger. It is true
that they will do the best they can, but no law can force them to become
heavy borrowers throngh the process of redierount, and banking and
business judgment certainly would not justify these institutions in as-
suming a line of rediscounts sufficient to meet such a condition as is
bere involved.”

J. L. LocEuART, President.
ALBERT GUNNERSON, Sccretary.

COTTON CONTRACTS.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I have two short letters and several
telegrams with reference with the cotton-contract amendment
that T should be glad to have read. Very little time was taken
in the discussion of the subject of cotton futures, and I ask
that they be read.

There being no objection, the letters and telegrams were read
and ordered to lie on the table, as follows:

Baxgenrs’ TrusT Co.,
Atlanta, Ga., Beptember 5§, 1013,
Hon. HOEE BMITH

Washington, D. C.

My Dear Sir: The price of cotton in country towns broke nearly
$3 per bale to-day, the cause of which appears fo be due to actlon of
the caucus en the Clarke amendment. The pecople express regret that
this action was not deferred until after the zreater part of this crop
had been sold. There seems to be no gnrtlcular objections to the law,
but inopportune just as we are harvesting a great crop, and the pros-
perity of the eoiton States depending a great deal on the price they
receive. I just want to glve yon this report of widespread adverse
criticism along this line.

Yours, very truly, W. 8. WiTmawm.

THE GraNTVILLE MaNUFACTURING Co,,
Augusta, Ga., September 6, 1913
Senator Ioxm Sarrm,
Washington, D. O,

HoxorEp SikR: Knowing of the nhbsurd claims that some of the
cotton speculators were making in their opposition of the amendment,
concerning the downward trend of cotton, I have taken the liberty of
wlrin%’ you as per inclosed confirmation,

While T do not know that the Clarke amendment Is a * cure-all” for
the evils of speculation, and in the wisdom of Congress it may yet
have to be amended somewhat, I do know one thing, and that is that
the cotton exchanges as they now exist are not run for legitimate
georle. and while I do not wish to see them abolished, yet some of their

usiness transactions should certainly be rectified so as to prevent the

wild speculation, both up and down, that we have in cotton at all

times. 1 do pot think it makes a particle of difference to these specula-

tors which side of the market they are on, just so they can make money.

They have simpathy neither for the manufacturer nor the farmer.
With kindest regards, I am, very truly, yours,

i HicxMaAN, President,

[Telegram.]

AUGUSTA, GA., Scptember 6, 1913,
Senator Hoge SyIrr, of Georgia,
Washington, D. O.:

Do not allow Benate to be deceived by numerous protests ngainst
Clarke amendment, as nine-tenths of them emanate from rankest cotton
speculators, who have been attempting bull movement this early in
season. Cotton having advanced speculatively 2 cents pound, yester-
da{’s reactlon natural. Conservative people believe C]arEe amendment
will prevent unwarranted gambling and put cotton at its fair value
based upon supply and demand,

T. J. HICKEMAN.

Dawsox, GA., September 6, 1913.
Hon. Hoxe SMITH,

United States Senate, Washington, D. O.:

After a canvass of this section the opinion seems to be unanimous
against the Clarke cotton rider placing tax on cotton futures as detri-
mental to the farmers of the South. We ask that you give your support
in favor of the farmers by using your influence and vote against this
measure. If adopted by the Natlonal Congress we feel that it will
mean a loss of $10 per bale or more to the farmers.

= LowWREY & DAvIDSOX,
J. P. Perry & Co,,
HiLn & PACE,
Eexxepy & Bria,

G. W. Dozier & Co.,
(And others).

AMERICUS, Ga., Beptember 6, 1913,
Hon. Hoke SMITH,

United States Senate, Washingion, D, (7.:

The agitation Clarke tax bill on cotton contracts at this time will
work hardship on Sonthern people. Why not defer until eotton-market-
ing season over. Note yesterday's serious decline. The success of this
measure would result in the abolishment of our exchanges and enable
foreign eotton trade to dictate.

L. G. CouxciL.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO
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Coxcorp, GA., September €6, 1913.
Hen, Hoxe BMiTH,
Washingtor, D. €.}

If possible, kindly give us your opinion as to passage of Clarke bill
against future cotfon contracts. Would be glad if you would oppose

. Answer collect.
o Tae B. F. STrRIcELAXD Co.

Mr. CLARKE of Arkansas. I present a telegram in the na-
ture of a petition, which I will ask may be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection. the telegram was ordered to lie on
the table and to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

AvgusTa, Ga., September 6, 1913,
Hon. Jaues CLARER,
Washington, D. 0O.:

You have the hearty good wishes of the eonservative business inter-
ests in your endeavor to cure the manipulation of cotton futures by the
New York (otton Exchange. Such manipulation is a serious detriment
to the business of the spinner and a direct encomagemmt to ruinous
speculation on the part of the gamblers. Opposition to your bill is due
to the efforts of the speculators.

LaxpoN THOMAS.

BILLS INTRODUCED.

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. CLAPP:

A bill (8. 8097) granting a pension to Jennie J. Sheehan
"(with accompanying paper) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. SUTHERLAND:

A bill (8. 8098) granting an increase of pension to Mary
Robertson (with accompanying paper); to the Committee on
Pensions.

THE TARIFF.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The morning business is closed.

Mr. SIMMONS. T ask unanimous consent that the Benate
proceed to the consideration of House bill 8321

There being no objection, the Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the bill (H. R. 8321) to reduce tariff duties and to pro-
vide revenue for the Government, and for other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill has been reported from
the Committee of the Whole to the Senate, and the question is
on concurring in the amendments made as in Committee of the
Whole.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. Are amendments now in order?

The VICH PRESIDENT. The Chair states to the Senafor
from Vermont [Mr. Dirtiseranm] that amendments are in order.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. I desire to offer an amendment.

Mr. BRISTOW. As I remember, the usual practice is for
the Senate to concnr in the amendments made as in Committee
of the Whole except as to reservations. What I wanted to
know was when the opportunity would be glven to make such
reservations as we desire.

The VICE PRESIDENT. At any time prior to the vote.

Mr. BRISTOW. It seems to me that we ought to have a
quorum for the consideration of the bill, especially for the
reservations. and T suggest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Ashurst Hiteheock Nelson Smith, 8. C.
Bacon Huollls Norris SBmoot
Bankhead Hunzhes O'Gorman Sterling
Berah James verman Btone
Brady Johnson en utherland
Brandegee Jones Page Swanson

ristow Kenyon Perkins Thomas

ryan Kern Pomerene Thompson
Catron La Follette Ransdell Thornton
Chilton Lane Robinson Tillman
Clapp Lea Root Vardaman
Clark, Wyo. Lewls Baunlsbury Walsh
Clarke, Ark. Lodge Shafroth Warren
Colt MeCumber Bheppard Veelks
Cummins McLean 3herman Works
Dillingham Martin, Va. Shields
Fletcher Martine, N. J. Simmons
Gallinger Afyers Smith. Ga.

Mr. LANHE. I desire to announce that the Senator from

Oregon [Mr. CiramMpERLATN] is absent unavoidably, and that he
is paired with the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. OLIveRr].

Mr. JONES. I desire to state that the junior Senator from
Michigan [Mr. Towxssenp] .is necessarily detained from the
Chamber. He is paired with the Senator from Florida [Mr.
BRYan].

The VICE PRESIDENT. Sixty-nine Senators have answered
to the roll eall. A guorum is present. The Senator from Ver-

mont [Mr. Dicnixeaam] offers an amendment which will be
read.

The SECRETARY.
ing:

P. That it shall be the duty of the Secretary of the Treasury to an-
nually distribute such sum as may b2 derived from the imposition of

On page 209, after line 12, insert the follow-

the income tax, as provided for in the preeeding ragraphs of thls
section, to the several Btates in the proportion which the population of
each Btate bears to the total population of the United Btates, to be ex-
pended in the constructlon and maintenance of the publie highways in
such Btates, respectively: Provided, hotwever, That no such annual
apportlonment shall be claimed by or delivered to any State until it.
appears to the satisfaction of the Secretsry of the Treasury that such
State has appropriated for expenditure during the current year for the
construetion an Imlgmvement of its public hways a sum equal in
amount to the apportionment under this act.

Mr. SIMMONS. If the Benator fiom Vermont will excuse me
for a moment, I ask that the Senate concur in the amendments
made as in Committee of the Whole except those that have been
reserved or may be reserved.

Mr. BRANDEGEE., How will anyone know whether an
amendment has been regerved or not?

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Or may be reserved.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Or may be reserved.

Mr. SIMMONS. So far as I am concerned I would take the
word of any Senator on the floor that he had asked that an
amendment be reserved.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. When will the time for reserving amend-
ments close?

Mr. SIMMONS.
amendments.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I understand that, but a great many
amendments have been agreed to as in Committee of the Whole.
What is meant by having everything agreed to except what may
be reserved?

Mr. BIMMONS. What has been reserved.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. That is plain; the other expression is
not plain.

Mr. BIMMONS. All that are now reserved.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. That is plain, but the expression “what
may be reserved ” I do not nnderstand.

Mr. SIMMONS. I will change it to “now reserved.”

Mr. GALLINGER. Before the vote is taken on coneurrence
in the amendments not reserved.

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr, President, T desire to reserve the amend-
ments made to Schedule H, That is the schedule relating to
sugar and molasses.

The VICE PRESIDENT.
reserved.

Mr. BRISTOW. And the amendments to paragraphs 188, 189,
190, 198, 208, 227, 548, 646, and 652, subdivisions 1 and 2 of sec-
tion 2 of the bill, and subdivision O, on page 207,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Kansas makes a
reservation of amendments, which will be stated by the Sec-
retary.

The SecreTARY. The amendments in Schednle B; the amend-
ments made to paragraphs 188, 189, 190, 198, 208, 227, 548, 646,
652; subsections 1 and 2 of section 2 of the bill; and subsection
O, on page 207. .

Mr. STERLING. Mr, President, I dedire to reserve the right
to submit an amendment to the second paragraph of the bill on
page 182, and also to the last paragraph of section 2 of the bill,
found on page 222. L .

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I should like to suggest to the
Senator from South Dakota, and also to the Senator from
Kansas, that two prints of the bill are now on onr desks, and we
ought to have an understanding as to which print we are going
to use.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The old print will be used at the
Secretary's desk. That is the only way in which the record
can be Kkept straight.

Mr. STERLING. In my suggestion I had reference to the
new print of the bill.

Mr., NORRIS. The Senator from South Dakota ought to
change his request.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. If T may be allowed to suggest to Sen-
ators, the paragraphs of the bill remain the same.

Mr, SIMMONS. The paragraphs are the same,

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Though the page may be different.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. SterriNG] has not given the numbers of the paragraphs to
which he referred:

Mr. STERLING. I refer to the second paragraph on page
182, as it appears in the new print of the bill. .

The VICE PRESIDENT. That does not agree with ‘the old
print.

Mr. STERLING. It is in subdivision O.

Mr. NORRIS. While the Senator from South Dakotn is
looking up his reference, I wish, on hehalf of the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr, La Forrrrre], who is temporarily absent from
the Chamber, and at whose request I make the reservation, to
reserve the amendments to subdivision 2 of section 2 of the
bill, on pages 165 and 1686.

I make the request only as to commities

All amendments to Schedule I! are
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The SgcreTAry. The amendments to subdivision 2 of section
2, on pages 165 and 106, are desired to be reserved by the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. LA Forrerrel].

Mr, BRANDEGEE., Mr. President, I stated on Saturday
before adjournment that I had several amendments that I
wished to offer, and at the request of the Senator from North
Carelina [Mr. Simaoxs] I deferred them. Now, I will re-

serve—but will not ask for the yeas and nays—a few amend-

ments which I will designate. I simply offer them and ask
leave to print in the Recorp a letter that has been written to
me concerning them. These are the amendments:

On page 19, line 4, the first amendment already agreed to;
on page 36, line 9: on page 41, line 21; on page 97, line 10;
on page 99, line 2; on page 104, line 2; on page 109, line 5;
and on page 124, line 15.

The SecreTArY. Mpr. BraNpreee makes the following reserva-
tions: The amendment on page 19, line 4; on page 36, line 9;
on page 41, line 21; on page 97, line 10; on page 99, line 2;
on page 104, line 2; on page 109, line 5; and on page 124,
line 15.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, I desire to reserve para-
graphs 376 and 534, relating to harness leather, and so forth.

The SecreTanry., Mr, GALLINGER makes reservation on para-
graphs 376 and 534,

-Mr. STERLING. The reservation I now make, referring to
the old print of the bill, is on page 168, line 15; and from line
16, on page 208, to the close of the paragraph on page 209.

The Secrerary. Mr. STERLING makes reservations as follows:
On page 169, the amendment beginning in line 15. and on page
208, line 16, to the close of the paragraph on page 209.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Are there any further reserva-
tions? I net, is the Senate prepared to concur in the other
-amendments in gross?

Mr. SMOOT. 1 desire to reserve paragraph 367. I take it
for granted that I do not have to reserve Schedule K. T expect
to offer a substitute for that schedule, which was not voted upon
as in Committee of the Whole, 8o, for that reason, I do not
reserve It

The SecreTArY. Mr. SMooT reserves paragraph 367.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, I wish to reserve—I had
nearly forgotten it and can not point to the paragraph now,
though I do not know whether or not any nse will be made
of the reservation—the question of the importer being allowed
to appeal from the rate of duty fixed by the customhouse
where he claims that his merchandigse was assessed too low.

Mr. ROOT. Mr. President, I will suggest to the Senator from
Connecticut that that will be met, not upon any Senate amend-
ment, but by proposing an amendment te the House provision;
g0 a reservation is not necessary.

Mr. WARREN. I want to ask the Senator in charge of the
bill a question. In view of the reservation just mentioned by
the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor] regarding Schedule K, I
think there was no reservation made on the free list as to wool
when we passed through the bill, but I assume that the bringing
up of Schedule K will also bring up the question of placing
wool on the free list.

' Mr. SIMMONS. I assume that that necessarily would be so.

Mr. WARREN. 8o I do net wish to make any further reser-
vation. 7

The VICE PRESIDENT. Are there any further reservations?

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr, President, I wish to reserve subdivision
O, on page 207.

Mr. THOMAS. T wish to reserve paragraph B, on page 250,
for the purpose of offering an addition thereto.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The reservations named will be
made.

Mr. McCUMBER. I wish to reserve paragraph 646 if it
has not already been covered by the reservation made by the
Senator from Kansas [Mr. Bristow].

The VICE PRESIDENT. The reservation will be made.
Are there any other reservations?

Mr. ROOT. I desire to reserve the amendment on page 172,
paragraph D, section 2.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The reservation will be made.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, I will add to the reserva-
tions which I have made, paragraph 137, page 40, of the old
print of the bill. The paragraph relates fo needles.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The reservation will be made. Is
the Senate ready to vote upon the question of concurring in
gross in the amendments made as in Committee of the Whole,
save and except such reservations as have been made? [A
pause,] All in favor of concurring will say “ aye,” those op-
posed “no.” [Putting the question.] The *ayes"™ have it, and

the amendments made as in Committee of the Whole, save those
which have been reserved, are concurred in.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. Mr. President, I find from an examina-
tion of the journal of the Vermont Seuante, under date of Janu-
ary 15 of the present year, that one of the strong men of the
State introduced resolutions on the subject embodied in the
amendments which I have offered, which were referred to the
committee on Federal relations. These resolutions never came
up for adoption, for the reason that the constitutional amend-
ment, which has since been ratified and has beecome a part of
the organic law, was then awaiting action and nothing could
have been accomplished; but the resolutions, I find by inquiry,
represent what I conceive to be the settled conviction of men
in Vermont who have given serious thought to the subject, and
who think they see in the provisions of this bill serious danger
to American institutions. The resolutions to which I have re-
ferred are as follows:

JOINT RESOLUTION REGARDING A GRADUATED INCOME TAX.
Resolved by the senate and h of repr

Whereas Congress has submitted to the States a proposed amendment to
the Constitution of the United States to empower Congress to levy a
graduated tax upon incomes for the purposes of the Federal Gov-
ernment ; and

TWhereas the General Assembly of Vermont of 1910 rejected the pro-
posed am%ndgenltg Now that the attitude of Vermont may be fully
(i1t ood : Be

Resgolved, 1. That we indorse and approve the general propesition of a
graduated tax upon incomes. We belleve that such a tax, properly rgxd—
nated, would be a long step toward the solution of the serious problem
of the concentration of wealth which now confronts this Natlon. We
belleve that such a tax, justly levied and properly applied, would in a
large measure alleviate class feeling and elass jealousies.

We are In accord with the idea that the States separately are im-
potent to levy and collect an income tax for the reason that Investments
of persons of wealth are or can be so easily and widely distributed
throoghout the different Commonwealths which constitute the Nation.

3. e are firmly convinced, however, that it 1s both unwise and un-
just te levy and collect an income tax and apply the same to the pur-
poses of the Federal Government: Because

(a} The genera! functions of government are, under our politieal sys-
tem, exercised by the States and not by the Federal Government,
therefore any d tax, llke a tax on income, ought to be applied
directly to %'uvemmmml purposes within the State.

(") The levy and collection of an Income tax for the purposes of
the Federal Government would tend to engender extravagance on the
part of Congress; would tend to induce sectionalism in fixing the rate

.| of the tax and in the appropriation of the proceeds thereof; would

e tax largely out of the sight of the common
people and in that way minimize the gobd effect upon class feeling
which such a tax ought to bring about, and would tend to induce
Congress to embark upon the expenditure of the funds In the Federal
Treasury for lceal eor sectivnal development and so tend to create
political trading and political jealousies.

4. We express our strong belief that a gmdunted income tax should
be assessed and collected by the Federal Government and the proceeds
thereof dlstributed to the States in a just and equitable division and
used by the States for such elementary functions of government as
the malntenance of our educational system and the constructlon and
maintenance of our public highways.

. We arge upon Congress the views expressed In these resolutions
and hereby petition Congress to submit to the States for ratification
of an amendment to the Federal Constitution empowering Congress to
levy a graduated income tax to be coll 1:! the Federal Govern-
ment for the benefit of the States and to be justly and equitably appor-
tioned and distributed to the States for their use.

. We request our Senators and Reprosentatives at Washington to
present these resolutions to Congress.

Mr. President, when these resolutions were introduced the
Vermont Legislature had been in session more than three
months, during which time the subject which overshadowed all
others in both branches of that body related to methods of
taxation. The one great question was how best to secure reve-
nue sufficient in amount to meet the rapidly increasing expenses
of State and municipal governments. During the last 20
years the demand for publie improvements there, as everywhere
else in the Natlon, has increased beyond measure. Advanced
educational facilities, the establishment and maintenance of
permanent systems of bighways, the installation of pubiie
water, sewerage, and lighting systems, have more than doubled
the public expenses before that time deemed necessary. Almost
every munieipality throughout the United S'ates is now bonded
for public improvements, and it is a significant fact that dur-
ing the last week such bonds bearing an interest rate of 4%
per cent and issued by one of the most en‘erprising and best
governed municipalities in New England have been selling at
par. It follows, as a matter of course. that the loecal rates of
taxation throughout the country must counstantly grow higher,
and for this reason the States are jealous of any action on the
part of the General Government which invades that great field
of taxatien which heretofore has been appropriated by them.

They look with alarm upon any proposition to change the
policy of the General Government which during the entire
period of its existence has provided revenue sufficient to meet
all of its demands through customs duties, internal-revenue
taxes, and other similar indireet methods. _

They believe, as was said by the Senator from Utah [Mr,
SvuraerLAND] in the debate upon the Payne-Aldrich bill, that—
except in cases of necessity the taxes of the Federal Government should
be confined to those as to which, either under the Constitution

place the expenditure of
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or under the operation of this common consent, the power of the Fed-
eral Government is exelusive, because when we undertake to impose
taxes upon subjects which are also open to State taxation it is bound
to result in more or less confusion and in more or less inequality. It
will result in double taxation, in multiple taxation, sometimes. If
we impose a tax upon incomes, we are taxing a subject which is also
open to the 8tate, a subject which has heretofore not engaged very
much attention of the State-taxing power, but a suobject which is taxed
11; some of the States of the Union and which may be taxed in all of
em,

1 can illustrate best what I mesn by that by calling attention to the
proposition which was contained in the bill as it came from the House
proposing a tax upon inheritances, Twent{-one. 1 think, of the SBtates
of th? nion already impose a tax upon Inheritances, and several of
the Btates, through their legislatures, protested to the Congress of the
United States aganinst imposing taxes of that class, because it would
interfere with and embarrass the State. In the same way, if we impose
taxes uﬂon incomes, and as that subject of taxation becomes more lpopu-
lar with the States, we shall find that we are engaged in a conflict of
interests which will become more and more embarrassing as time goes on.

8o I say that form of taxation or any other form of taxation laid
ugon the subjeclts which are also open to the States ought not to be
adopted except in cases of emergency.

And the people, or those who balieve in the principle of pro-
tection in impesing customs duties, cordially indorse the position
assumed by the Senator from Towa [Mr. Cusmanss] when, in the
debate upon the Payne-Aldrich bill, he said:

I am not in favor of an income tax for the furnose of destroying the
efficiency of the system of protection; and if it be true that an import-
dnty law can not be adjusted so as to afford ample and adequate pro-
tection to Ameriean industry without foreclosing the opportunity for
the operation of an income-tax law, then I abandon the income-tax
ravision, for I have mo desire to invade by a hair’s breadth the estab-
ished and long-continued polley of the party to which I belong of giv-
ing full and ample protection to the American as against every other
man on the face of the earth. * * * The Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr, Aldrich§ on Monday morning stated in substance, as I
understood him, that we did not need more revenue than will be received
at the customhouses, and that, if the adjustment of the import dutics
presented by the commitiee is disturbed, we will have either too large
a revenue or too little protection. This, in effect, was the statement
made by the distinguished chairman of the Committee on Finance, If
these conclusions are sound, I for one abandon my proposal for an
income tax, for I say without hesitation that if in securing adequate
protection a revenue & necessarily raised that will meet the reasonable
expenditures of the Government, then, from my standpoint, it would be
an economic erime to impose a tax on incomes,

Again, later on:

I will restate it.
and complete protection to.the industries of the United
income-tax law, [ unhesitatingly would choose the former.

But at this time we are confronted by the avowed purpose of
the Democratic Party to wipe out of existence any resemblance
of the protective principle in tariff legislation. Under the pend-
ing bill they have gone so far in this direction as they can at
present, but they propose to carry on the work in the future as
rapidly as possible and until their purpose shall be fully accom-
plished. Under the pending measure they have carried it so far
that they admit a deficit of substantially $50,000,000, which
must be provided for cutside of the usual sources of revenue,
and for this purpose {hey have, under the authority of the six-
teenth amendment to the Constitution, provided for a tax upon
incomes above $3,000 a year. They tell us that this is but the
beginning of the process, and that in the progress of time we
must expect to see that which has been promised by their
leaders, a system under swhich the Government will cease to
rely upon those classes of revenue which have provided for all
of its wants—both in war and in peace—during more than a cen-
tury of its life.

Their position has been disclosed in many ways, but never
more frankly than by the utterances of Mr, Bailey, formerly a
Senator from Texas, who during the discussion of the Payne-
Aldrich bill in 1909 engaged in the following collogquy with Mr.
Carter, of Montana :

Mr. CarTeER. I ask the Senator this question, for the purpose of
ascertaining whether or not I correctly understand his position: Do I
understand the Senator to mean that he would raise by customs duty
ouly such an amount as equaled the deficiency in the revenue rafsed by
an_income tax?

Mr. Bainey, The Senator states it dilferently, 1 think, from what he
intends to state it. he means to ask me if 1T would deduct from
customs duties the amount to be collected through the income tax, I
answer * yes.”

Mr. CarTeEr, Then I will put my question in a different form. The
Senator, according to my understanding, would first pass an income
tax, and rely upon custems duties to raise such revenue as the income
tax did not raise to meet public necessities. The amount of the
revenue duties would therefore be dependent mpon the proceeds of the
income tax, instead of having the proceeds of the income tax rest on
deficiencies arising from the failure of the customs flues to meet the
needs of the Government. Ilo I correctly understand the Senator?

Mr. BaiLeY. The BSenator undoubtedly understands me, and has
stated my position correctly, 1 do not propose the income tax as a
mere means of providing for an emergency. I propose it as a deliber-
(CONGRESSIONAL
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ate, fixed, and permanent part of our fiscal pollcy.
Ryvorp, p, 2446, May 27, 1909.)

And during another discussion of the same measure, Mr.
Bailey said:

I do not shrink from saying that if our Constitution would permit
us to levy a direct tax in proportion to wealth instead of requiring it

to be levied in Jw&p‘]r“m to population, I would favor the abolition
of all customs duties, and I would support the General Government
¥y the same system of ad valorem taxation which now prevails in our
several States and their subdivisions. This would not only be more
equal and more just, but it would strongly tend, in my opinion, to
insure that economy In governmental exPenditurcs which is necessary
to the strength and simplicity of a republic. -

This policy was steadlly fought by many Republicans then in
the Senate. They were referred to by the then Senator from
Colorado, Mr. Hughes, when he said :

I have respect for open, undisguised o? sition. If Benators who
are opposed to it—the inecome tax—say, “ We will fight forever agalnst
the income tax, because we belleve that if it is aduﬁted it will grow
and spread to every subject of income, until there will be nothing left
to be cared for by customhouse duties, and for the sake of protection
we are utterly against it,"” we can understand thelr palpable position.

Moreover, Mr. President, the Democratic Party was at that
time pledged to this system, for in their national convention of
1908 they adopted this plank in their platform:

We favor an Income tax as part of our revenue system, and wo
urge the submission of a constitutional amendment specifically authoriz-
ing Congress to levy and collect a tax upon Individual and corporate
incomes, to the end that wealth may bear its proportionate share of
the burdens of the Federal Government,

The danger arising from the dependence upon an income tax
for the maintenance of the different branches of the General
Government, particularly when incomes of less than $3,000 in
amount are exempt from its operation, have not, I fear, been
properly considered.

Speaking upon this subject during the pendency of the Payne
bill, the Senator from New York [Mr. Roor] said:

Mr. Choate., in the argument of the Pollock case, said that under
the $2.000 limit of the old income-tax law four-fifths of the tax was
pald by the States of New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Massa-
chusetts. Since that time there has been a wide diffusion of wealth,
of course, but the limlt Is moved up to $5,000: and I al}prcbe d that
the, substantial effect of the adoption by this (’:ongresa of the income-
tax provision as it {8 drawn, with that limitation, would be that a
large majority of Congress would be imposing a tax from which their
constituents would be, in a great measure, free and under which the
constituents of others would, in the main, be taxed.

Mr. President, I am quite Indifferent abont whether my constituents
gély the tax. I think in this favored land the burden of taxation

ars very lightly. I think that the Pwple of New York can afford
to pay this tax or can afford to pay the tax proposed to be Imposed
in the tgenerlll income-tax amendment, but I do not like to see Sen-
ators of the United States vote for a tax which is free from objection
at home because it does not strike their constituents. If once we do
that, we are in a falr wa{s to realize the anticipation of Luther Martip
in his address to the Legislature of Maryland. What limit is there to
the extravagance of expenditure, except the fact that the burden will
come upon the men who vote the expenditure? What a temptation
it wounld be to our successors, aye, to us, when it is proposed to éxpend
$50,000,000 or $100,000,000 for improvements in the West, if we have
a system of taxation which will make the peolaie of the East %mr
the improvements, or to vote for the expenditure of $£50,000, or
$100,000,000 for improvements in the East when the money will be
paid under our taxing system by the people of the West,

Al, My, President, be tender of the people whose means are small
in arranging our taxation. I would not make a man whose income is
$2,000 or $3,000 or $4,000 pay as large a percentage as a man whose
income was three, four, or five hundred thousand dollars or thirty or
forty or fifty thousand &ol]am; but I would have him bear some burden.
I would never assent to a law, or 1 would with the greatest reluctance
assent to a law, which seemed to De so framed that It took away from
a large part of the people of a geographical section of our Union the
burden which leads them %o gerutinize expenditures and to measure
the loadl that bears upon the ple. In no other way lies safety,
gir, for our country, 'The people of every section, of every class, of
cver¥ condition and degree and calling ought 50 bear some auart of the
publie burden. (CoXGRESSIONAL RECORD, p. 4004, July 1, 1909.)

These suggestions, so pointedly made, bring us face to face
to the proposition whether we shall encourage the develop-
ment of a system in which sectionalism must of necessity pre-
vail, in which class will inevitably be arrayed against class,
under which the poor will be urged to action against the rich,
and under which, whether fairly or unfairly, burdens in which
ench and all ought to bear some part will be unfairly avoided
by some and be made unwarrantably severe upon others.

It can not be denied that the vast majority of the voters of
the country are wholly exempt from the operation of this law,
and are thus enabled fo use it not only to relieve themselves
but also to impose upon a small minority burdens which they
ought not to be called upon to assume. I am not, Mr. Presi-
dent, objecting to a graduated system of imposing income taxes,
I fully believe in a system that lays higher rates upon large
incomes than those laid upon incomes of lesser amounts. What
I object to, and what I look upon as a real danger to our
system of Government, is the exemption of nine-tenths of all
the voters of the United States from any share whatever in
the burdens of this system. and which not only empowers but
also tempts them to use their power unfairly against the small
minority in financing any project which may be devised, what-
ever its character may be. No other civilized government has
so much as considered a proposition so fraught with injustice
and danger.
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At this point, Mr. President, T desire to call attention to what
is said by Mr. Kennan in his work on Income axation. He
BAYS:

From a tabulation of 58 countries which have ememptions it nafppmrs
that the average amount d 1 to be 1 ry as a minimum exist-
ence, and therefore exempt at the foot of the scale, is $§406.30. If, how-
ever, these 50 ‘countries are divided Into two groups, the first to con-
slst of England, 14 of her colonles, and Hawail, and the second com-
goud of the countries and States of continental Eu together with

apan, it will be found that the first, or what might be called the
English-speaking zrou[?. has an average exempiion of $1,098.50, or, in
round nombers, $1,100, while the average of the second group, compris-
ing 40 countries and political subdivisions, Is only $153.13.

The income tax in Europe is imposed substantially upon all
classes, so that all, rich and poor, join in meeting the expenses
of government, and so are better fitted to perform the obliga-
tions of good citizenship. The rates upon small incomes are,
and should be, small and equitable; and, I believe, under popu-
lar government it is wrong in principle and will prove danger-
ous in operation to adopt any system which confers destructive
powers upon the masses without check of personal participation
in the consequences of their action.

Onut of the thirty-odd millions of people who are engaged In
gainful occupations in the United States, how many, think you,
are recipients of $3,000 annually as incomes? Out of the
12.000.000 engaged in agriculture, how many are thus blessed?
How many out of the six or seven millions engaged in domestic
and personal service?

Tn trade and transportation we had in 1900 seven and a half
millions of persons employed, but a close examination of the
different classes disctoses the fact than less than 250,000 were
either bankers, brokers, wholesale merchants, officials of banks
or companies, packers, or shippers. And among the more than
7.000.000 of those engaged in manufacturing less than 250,000
were classed as manufacturers or officinls, The balanee of
those engnged In gainful occupations were the professiomal
classes, numbering something over a million in number, which
list includes actors, designers, draftsmen, eclergymen, dentists,
musicians, as well as those of more liberal professions.

But, to make a more eoncrete stntement of the preposition
that but few among the many are affected by this provision, let
me call attention to the results of the imposition of the income
tax of the Civil War,

In 1870 we had a population of 38,000,000. Of this number
only 54.048, or fourteen one-hundredths of 1 per eent, had in-
comes in excess of $3.000.

We now have a population of about 100,000,000. By this
same proportion we should have 140,000 with incomes in excess
of §£3.000.

But. supposing that this c¢lass has increased tenfold over this
proportionate number, yet we should have but 1400000 with
incomes in excess of $3,000, which is only about 10 per cent of
our present voting population ef 15,051,169, as given in the last
election.

In other words, we should have a majority of 13.631,169
voters who have escaped the operation of this law and who have
the power to demand of their Representatives that the whole
amnint of the expenses of the Government be placed upon
1,400,000 of their fellow ecltizens.

As a result of such consideration as I have.been able to give
ile subject I am convinced that it is not only unwise but dan-
gerous to embark upon this system with an exemption from its
oparation of more than nine-tenths of the voting population of
the United States; it is a temptation to every irresponsible per-
son in the country to exercise his right of franchise either
selfishly or dighonestly and to his own advantage rather than
to the advantage of the country as a whole; it will tempt
demagogues to appeal to the poor against the rich. to arraign
class against elass, and it opens the way to a condition which
may endanger the very feundation of government. We should
impose these taxes so that they will be felt by all, lightly by
those of small incomes and more heavily by those more fortu-
nately situated, and so secure that sense of respomsibility on
the part of all classes which Is essential to good citizenship, or
we should adopt some methed for the distribution of the avalls
of the tax which will tend to destroy the temptations to which
I have alluded.

In the proposed division of the fund arising from the imposi-
tion of this tax among the States in proportion te the popula-
tion of each, such a purpese will be achieved and the States
will be enabled to meet the growing demands of the age and
advance to higher and better conditions. The Nation does not
need the money; the States do. I care not whether it is de-
voted to education or good roads or whether it is divided be-
tween the two objects. But to send it to the States in some
form and for some purpose is directly in line with the thought
of vast numbers of our people.

Assuming that this tax will yleld forty-five to fifty millions
of dollars, and that the same be distributed according to. the
plan proposed by the pending amendment, it wonld under the
eensus of 1900 give to the different divisions of States substan-
tially the following amounts annually:

Division. Population.| Amount.

AMr. BRISTOW. I should like to inquire if the Senator has
the figures by States?

Mr. DILLINGHAM. I have not. i

Mr. President, I ean not close without reminding the Senate
that during the period of 10 years between 1900-1910 the number
of foreign-born white residents in the United States which
came from the United Kingdom, Germany, the Scandinavian
countries, the Netherlands, Belgium, Switzerland, and France
has inereased only about 38 per cent, while the increase in the
foreign-born white population in the United States during the
same period which came from Portugal, Italy, Russia, Finland,
Austria-Hungary, Roumania, Servia, Montenegro, Bulgaria,
and Greece has been over 321 per cent. During this period sub-
stantially 10,000,000 immigrants bhave been admitted to the
United States, 75 per cept of whom came from the countries
last mentioned. Of these nearly 70 per cent were males and
about 86 per cent of them are leading single lives in the United
States, being unmarried, or if married, having left their wives
in Europe, They have moved in racial bodies toward our large
cities,. Of more than a million Italians coming during this
period—1900-1910—over 78 per cent went to the cities; of the
1,394,000 Russians 87 per cent went to the cities; of the 1,253,000
coming from Austria-Hungary 76 per cent went to the cities; of
the Ronmanians almost 92 per cent went to the cities, while of

the Turks 83 per cent sought these centers of population. S

These figures are potent in their suggestion of the danger that
lies in any ptoposition to place the imposition of an income tax
in the hands of a majority of the people which constitute nine-
tenths of the whole, but as this course has been adopted by the
Democratic Party and we are forced to submit to it by virtue of
a decree of their caucus, I can only hope that the result of their
action may be modified by the adoption of the amendment which
I have offered and that this fund may be divided among the
States to be applied to State purposes.

Mr, GALLINGER. I will ask the Senator from Vermont if
it might not be well to Timit the authority, say, for two years,
so that it shall be the duty of the Seeretary of the Treasury to
annually distribute the fund for a period of two years, after
which time Congress may determine whether the distribution
shall be continued.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. I am perfectly willing to adopt that
amendment to the amendment. I have offered this amendment
for the purpose of bringing to the attention of the committee
what I believe to be a great danger and what I believe would
be a wise solution of this guestion.

Mr. GALLINGER. The Senator ywill accept that modification
of his amendment? z

Mr. DILLINGHAM. I will accept that.

Mr. GALLINGER. I have written very hurriedly words
that it has occurred to me shauld be added to the amendmept,
or words somewhat similar. I do mot insist upon the phrase-
ology, because I have written it hurriedly:

And if any State fails to make appropriation as above during any
ear, the amout designated and set aside for such Stanite shall revert
0 the Yreasury of the United States,

Mr. DILLINGHAM. I am satisfied with that.

Mr. GALLINGER. The Senator from Vermont will modify
his amendment in that way. T pass it to the desk.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The modification will be stated.

The Secrerary. The Senator frem Vermont modifies his
amendment by inserting in line 2, after the word “ distribute,”
the words “ for a period of two years”; and at the end of the
amendment to insert a comma and the words:

And if any State fails te make anpr&prtatm as aboye durimg any

ear the amount designated and set aside for such State shall revert
the Treasury of the United States,
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- The VIOE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amend-
ment  proposed by the Senator from Vermont as modified.
[Putting the question.] The noes seem to have if.

Mr. GALLINGER. I will ask for the yeas and nays on the
amendiment.

_ The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. BRYAN (when his name was culled) I am paired with
the junior Senator from Michigan [Mr. Towxsexpl. I trans-
fer my p@ir to the junior Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
Sarrre] and vote *‘nay.”

AMr. CHAMBERLAIN (when his name was called). T have a
general pair with the junior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.

- Orxver]l. In his absence, I withhold my vote.

Mr, LEWIS (when his name was called). I beg to announce
my pair with the junior Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
GroxNA]. He is still absent. I refrain from voting.

Mr. McCUMBER (when his name was called). I have a
general pair with the junior Senator from Nevada [Mr. NEw-
raxps]. I will transfer that pair to the junior Senator from
Maine [Mr. BurreiGH] and vote “ yea.”

Mr. THOMAS (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. BurTtoN]. I trans-
fer that pair to the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Gore] and
V(}te a“ nay. "

Mr. WILLIAMS (when his name was called). I have a pair
with the senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Pexrose], and
1 observe that he is not present. I withhold my vote.

The roll call was concluded.

AMr, LIBA. I will announce my pair with the senior Senator
from South Dakota {Mr. Crawrorp]. If I were at liberty to
vote, T would vote “nay."

Mr, BANKHEAD. I transfer my pair with the junior Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. Gor¥] to -the senior Senator from
Maryland [Mr. Saara] and vote “nay.” I make this announce-
ment for the day.

Mr. SHEPPARD. DMy colleagoe the senior Senator from
Texas [Mr. CureersoN] is unavoidably absent. He is paired
with the Senator from Delaware [Mr. pv Poxrt]. This an-
nouncement will stand for the day.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I observe that my pair has returned
to the Chamber, and I vote “ nay.”

Mr. BACON (after having voted in the negative). I am in-
formed that the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Nersox] has not
voted. I withdraw my vote. I have a general pair with that
Senator.

Alr. REED. 1 transfer my pair with the Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr. SMiTH] to the Senator from Indiana [Mr. SHIVELY]
and vote. I vote “nay.”

Mr. WILLIAMS. I transfer my pair to the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. Huones] and vote “ nay.”

Mr, GALLINGER. I desire to announce the absence of the
Senator from Maine [Mr. BURLEIGH] on account of continued
illness. I will also announce that the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Burrox] is paired with the Senator from Colorado [Mr.
Trioatas] ; the Senator from Delaware [Mr. pu Poxt] with the
Senator from Texas [Mr, CureEesox]; the Senator from West
YVirginia [Mr. Gorr] with the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
BAXEHEAD] ; and the Senator from Michigan [Mr, 'l‘owxsmm]
with the Semator from Florida [Mr. BRYAN].

The result was announced—yeas 14, nays 55, as follows:

YEAS—14. g
Bradley Clark, Wyo. Gallinger | Stephenson
Brandegee Colt MeCumber Warren
Bristow Dillingham Page
Catron Fall Perkins

NAYS—55.
Ashurst James Plttman Smith, Ga,
Bankhead Johnson Poindexter Sterling
.Bgrah Jones | Pomerenc Stone
Brady Kenyon Ransdell Sutherland
Bryan Kern Reed Bwanson
Chamberlain Lane Robinson - ~Thomas
Chilton Lodge Root. - Thompson
Clapp Martlu. Va. Saulshury Thornton
Clarke, Ark. Martlne, N.J,  Shafroth Tillman
Cummins Myers Sheppard Vardaman
Fletcher  Norris Sherman Walsh
Hitcheock O'Gorman Shields ; Weeks
Hollis Overman Simmons Williams
Jackson Owen Smith, Ariz.

NOT VOTING—20.

Bacon "~ Gore MeLean Smith, ‘\Ilch.-
Burleigh Gronna Nelson Smith, 8. C
DBurton Hughes Newlands Smoot
Crawford La l-‘oliette Ollver Townsend
Culberson Lea Penrose Works
du Pont Lewis Shively
Golt Lippitt SBmith, Md.

+ 8o Mr. DinrizaaaM's amendment was rejected.

Mr, SMOOT. Mpy. President, T move to strike out the numeral
“20,” on page 114, paragraph 367, line 6, and to insert in lien
thereof the numeral “10.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

The Secrerary. In paragraph 367, page 114, line G, at the
end of the line, strike out * 20" and in lieu insert “10,"” so as
to read:

Pearls and parts thercof, drilled or undrilled, but not set or strung;
diamonds, coral, rubies, cameos, and other preclous stones and semi-
precious stones, cut but not set, and suitable for use in the manufacture
of jewelry, 10 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. FLETCHER., I will agk the Senator from Utah if in
offering his amendment he uses the former priut, or does he
refer to the reprint? -

Mr. SMOOT. The page and line refer to the original print.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment proposed by the Senator from Utah.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the effect of the amendment
would be to place “ pearls and parts thereof, drilled or undrilled,
but net set or strung; diamonds, coral, rublies, cameos, and other
precious stones and semiprecious stones, cut but not set, and
suitable for use in the manufacture of jewelry,” at 10 per
cent.

Mr. President, I offer it with no hostility whatever to the rate
in the pending bill if it were possible to be collected. I am fully
convineced that there are many Democratic Senators who feel
exactly as I do relative to a rate of 20 per cent. As I stated
the other day, if it were possible to collect a high-rate duty
on precious stones, I would not object to 100 per cent, but I am
positive that a high rate can not be collected.

I want to give to the Senate this afternoon an ocular demon-
stration of the ease with which pearls can be smuggled into the
country. I hold in my hand an inveice for 10 pearls purchased
by Mr. Ludwig Nisson, of New York. These 10 pearls [ex-
hibiting] cost $78,578.82.

Mr. REED. I suggest that the Senator pass them around for
examination. [Laughter.]

AMr. OVERMAN. How much did they cost?

Mr. SMOOT. Seventy-eight thousand five hundred and
seventy-eight dollars and eighty-two cents. Mr. President, I can
conceal every one of these pearls in the center of one cigar.

Mr. ROBINSON. How did the Senator say he obtained those
pearls? [Laughter.]

Mr. SMOOT. I 'am not going to confess to the Senator from
Arkansas; but I will assure the Senator they are genuine pearls,
purchased of late, and I will assure the Senator that this is the
invoice of them."

Mr. GALLINGER. Probably the Senator gave boud for their
snfe return. [Laughter.]

Mr. SMOOT. I am compelled lo return them, I will say to
the Senator.

Mr. President, the duty of 20 per cent on these pearls would
amount to- $15,715.76. If anyone desired fo. smuggle similar
ones into the country they could be concealed in one cigar.
Take a box of 100 such cigars and use them for smuggling, filled
with pearis, the loss of duty upon such would be $1,571,576.

Mr. President, the Treasury Department claims that the rate

of 20 per eent in the pending bill will net the Government of the
United States leds than if a rate of 10 per cent were provided.
Twenty per cent will be the eause of a great part of all pearls,
diamonds, and precious stones being smuggled into this country.
" A rather strange anomnly about this whole matter is that the
honest dealers in precious stones are all opposed to the measure,
notwithstanding they would be an immediate gainer. I know
of one firm in New York that has over $2,000,000 worth of pearls

‘on hand. The increase of duty from 10 per cent fo 20 per cent
1 will immediately give that firm a profit of $200,000. Yet they

are opposed fo the increase of duty. Why? Because they know
that in the future they will be compelled to come in direct com-
petition with men who will buy their pearls and precious stones
from smugglers, instead of foreign dealers in their regular ex-
port business allowing the Government of the United States to
collect 10 per cent as now. The history of the past has proven
that the Government of the United States does not collect a rate

‘| higher than 10 per cent npon diamonds.

Mr.. THOMAS. AMr, President——
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah yield

| to the Senator from Colorado?

Mr. SMOOT. T do.

Mr. THOMAS. I was simply going to suggest that, in view
of the interest manifested on this subject on this side of the
Chamber, it really should be the subject of consideration in
executive session.

Mr. SMOOT., I am going to suggest in all serlousness to the
majority that they adopt this amendment. The question will
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then be in conference, and they ean then decide in conference as
to whether a 10 per cent or a 20 per cent duty is best.

Mr. JAMES. Mr. President, if T understand the Senator
from Utah correecily, his argument is that the importers’ honesty
will not exceed 10 per cent.

Mr, SMOOT. It is not the importer, but it is the smuggler.

The hounest importer will be compelled, if he pays the 20 per
cent duty on diamonds and precious stones imported from the
foreign dealer, fo sell in direct competition with the dishonest
dealer who will buy them from a smuggler, dividing with him
the amount that may be saved by the evasion of payment of a
duty.
Mr., JAMES. Does not the Senator from Utah believe that a
man who would smuggle for 20 per cent would not hesitate to
smuggle for 10 per cent, the only difference being that he might
do more of it for 10 per cent?

Mr. SMOOT. History does not show that to be the case. I
presented figures here the other day, when I spoke upon this
question, showing that whenever the rate had been more than
10 per cent the duty collected by the United States had fallen
below that which had been collected when the rate had been
only 10 per cent. There is no question in my mind, Mr. Presi-
dent, but that that will again be the result if a duty of 20 per
cent is placed upon precious stones in this bill.

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, I have not taken any part in
the discussion of the pending tariff bill. I was very much in-
terested in it four years ago, and I did make some little inves-
tigation regarding this very matter about which the Senator
from Utah is now speaking. There is one feature of the rate
of duty on diamonds which I think has always been improper—
it was improper in the Payne-Aldrich law and I think it is im-
proper in this bill—and that is the difference which is made in
the rate of duty on uncut and on cut diamonds. I have not the
fignres before me, although I did have them four years ago,
and then gave them to the Senate.

I think that the unecut diamond ought to come into the coun-
try at the same rate of duty as does the cut diamond. I repeat,
I made some investigation four years ago by conferring with
those familiar with the subject—jewelers, men who deal in
diamonds—and I then found this to be the concurrent testimony
by them. Of course it will be recognized that the uneut dia-
mond imported as such when it @ cut is worth just the same
in this market as is the diamond which is imported as a cut
diamond, and the figures which I then presented to the Senate,
and which I ascertained, after conference with those who were

.familiar with the matter, were correct, showed that there was a

very large profit in the cutting of diamonds—I have forgotten
what it was—but a very much larger profit than is found in
any ordinary business.

The profit on cutting diamonds is all that any legitimate
business would desire in the way of profit growing out of the
importation and cutting of diamonds. There is no necessity
that there should be such a difference as will not only give to
the importer of uncut diamonds a very large profit in his busi-
ness, but also a direct bonus, as it amounts to in this case, of
over a million dollars.

There are only one or two, if I recollect aright, concerns in
the United States that cut diamonds. Does the Senator from
Utah know whether or not I am accurate in that statement?

Mr. SMOOT. I know of but two or three.

Mr. BACON. Very well. If the Senator will refer to the
Statistical Abstract, he will see that the value will show that
there is over a million dollars of difference between the amount
paid on cut diamonds and on uncut diamonds at the rate
provided in this bill and what they would be if the rate were
the same as on cut diamonds. Therefore it is a direct bonus
of between one and tweo million dollars to these one or two
establishments in the United States that cut diamonds, when
they themselves in the eutting of the diamond make an immensge
profit in bringing the uncut diamond up to the same value as
the cut diamond.

I repeat, I did not expect to have anything to say on this
subject. I have had nothing to say so far in this discussion,
but I did take an interest in this matter four years ago and
looked into it, and the facts are as I state them—that the
effect of this disparity is to give a direct bonus of between
one and two million dollars to one or two establishments in
the United States that cut diamonds. It is just exactly the
same as if that money were taken out of the Treasury aud
handed to them.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, there is a differential between
uncut dipmonds and cut diamonds and precious stones in the
present Iaw of 10 per cent, but in this bill——

Mr, BACON, Ten per cent! It is 50 per cent.
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Mr. SMOOT. TUnder the present law uncut diamonds and
precious stones come in free, but there is a duty of 10 per
cent on cut diamonds. So I speak of it in that way as being a
10 per cent difference. -

Mr. BACON. TIs it not twice as much in one case as it is in
the other?

Mr. SMOOT. No: under the present law the uncut dinmond
is free and the cut diamond pays a duty of 10 per cent.

Mr. BACON. Yery well. I am speaking about the provisions
of this bill.

Mr. SMOOT. TUnder fhis bill the uncunt dinmonds carry a
rate of duty of 10 per cent and the cut diamonds carry a rate
of duty of 20 per cent.

Mr. BACON. Exaectly. That is what I said.

Mr. SMOOT. I myself. Mr. President, agree with the Senator
from Georgia that there is too great a difference in the rate
between the uncut and the cut diamond; but if there was no
difference, then there would be no rough diamouds or rough
precious stones imported into the country, on account of the
difference of cost between cutting in a foreign country and in
this country.

Mr. JAMES. The Senator from Utah says that in this bill
there is too great a difference—that uncut diamonds are allowed
to come in at 10 per cent and cut diamonds at 20 per cent. while
under the existing law uncut diamonds come in free and cut
diamonds at 10 per cent. There is just the same difference be-
tween the two provisions of this bill as there is betwezn the
two provisions of the existing law. We place uncut diamonds
on the dutiable list at 10 per cent duty; the present law allows
them to be imported free. On cut diamonds, the present law
admits them here at 10 per cent duty; in this bill we increase
the duty to 20 per cent.

Mr. SMOOT. I have not denied that, Mr. President ;
I specifically so stated.

I shall answer the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Bacox] by
saying that from the figures to which I called the attention of
the Senate, and also which I myself had examined into, that
there is perhaps a greater differential than is really necessary
between the diamond in the rough and the cut diamond.

Mr. BACON. If the Senator will pardon me just a moment—
and I will not interrupt him for more than a moment—it is true,
as shown by the importations, that in each instance the one or
two establishments in the United States that cut diamonds have
an absolute bonus of between one and two million dol!ars In
addition to a large profit——

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

Mr. BACON. If the Senator will pardon me until I get
through, I will not detain him long. In addition to a large
profit each year—and I am not incorrect in tLis statement, be-
cause I have a very distinet recollection as to what the jewelers
themselves told me as to the profit on nneut diamonds—in addi-
tion to a large profit there is a distinet bonus of between one and
two million dollars each year, limited to one or two establigh-
ments in the United States.

Now, just one other word and I am done, and that is on the
general subject as to whether or not there ought to be a low rate
of duty on diamonds simply to prevent smuggling. I do not
believe in any such doctrine. If I had the fixing of the rate,
I would put the rate on diamonds a good deal higher than it is
in this bill. The truth is that those who want to smuggle are
going to smuggle whether the duty is 10 per cent or whether it is
20 per cent or whether it is 25 or 30 per cent. The greatest
security at last against smuggling is not the rate of duty, but
it is in the fact that the diamond trade is such that no large
transaction can be made in the purchase of diamonds in Europe
that ean not easily be found cut and is found out by the proper
methods used for that purpose through our agents there. I
understand it to be a fact that in most instances where smug-
glers are detected they are detected by reason of the fact that
we have information before they leave the other country. That
information is conveyed here, and the American customs officers
are on the watch for them.

Mr. SMOOT. I will admit that there are smugglers operating
to-day, but there is not the incentive to smuggling to-day that
there will be if the rate is increased to 20 per cent. The Sen-
ator’s opinion is not shared in by the Treasury Department,
because the Treasury Department says that if the rate is ad-
vanced to 20 per cent it will be the means of increasing the
smuggling of precious stones into this country, and it expressas
the opinion that the amount of duty collected will not be as
much as under the 10 per cent rate of the present law.

Mr. REED. Mr. President:

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Utah yield
to the Senator from Missouri?

in fact,
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Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I yield. y

Myr. REED. The Senator has displayed here a few pearls,
the value of which I have forgotten.

Mr. SMOOT. Seventy-eight thousand five hundred and
seventy-elght dollars,

Mr. REED. And the Senator made the statement that they
could all be concealed in ona cigar.

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; they can almost be put in a sparrow egg.

Mr. REED. 1f they are worth $78,000, at a tariff of 10 per
cent the smuggler would gain $7,800 as his reward for bringing
them over, or approximsately that, although, of course, some-
thing would have to be deducted.

Mr. S8MOOT. Of course the smuggler would have to sell
them at a considerable reduction to the retailer or he would
not buy of him.

Mr. REED. But assume that he would receive a profit of
£5,000. Is not that sufficient incentive to induce smuggling
when it can be dene so cleverly and so easlly? It seems to me
the argument of the Senator proves too much; it proves that
10 per cent reward is great enough, so that if a man be dis-
honest he would pursue this avoeation.

AMr. SMOOT. The history of importations and of smuggling
does not bear out that conclusion. A man in smuggling diamonds
into this country must first find somebody who will buy them,
and in order to find a merchant who will buy them, the
smuggler must =ell at a less price than the merchant would buy
them from the regular trade. and there is not enough in it
after that division to eause the development of smuggling to
any great extent, but when you come to increase the duty to
20 per cent there will be a strong incentive and more people will
engage in that business. There are people to-day engaged in
it. Many of the preclous stones are smuggled into the United
States under the present rates, but if the rate of duty is in-
creased 100 per cent, there is no doubt in my mind nor is there
in the mind of the Treasury officials that the business will
greatly increase and that smuggling will become a general thing.

Mr. BACON. Mr. I'resident, as I understand, under the law,
if a smuggler is caught the goods are confiscated, are they not?

Mr. SMOOT. Very few have been confiscated so far.

Mr. BACON. I asked the Senator if it is not a faet that they
are confiscated?

AMr. SMOOT. Yes; they are subject to be confiscated.

Mr. BACON. Yes; I understand.

Mr. SMOOT. But it only happens in very few instances that
they are confiscated.

Mr. BACON. If we cateh 10 per cent of the smugglers and
there is a 10 per cent duty on diamonds we will get even with

them. .

Mr. SMOOT. Not at all. That would be a rather poor argu-
ment. It seems to me that would be equivalent to saying that
we would encourage smnggling with the hope that we would at
least detect 10 per cent of the smugglers. In fact, in order to
get even we would have to eatch one-half of them.

Mr. BACON. Not at all. If there is a 10 per cent duty on
diamonds, of course the diamonds are worth ten times as much
as the duty, and therefore whenever you catch one-tenth of
them you have equaled the loss of the duty. If the diamond
when confiscated is worth ten ftimes as much as the duty, of
course the confiscation represents ten times the amount which
would have been paid had it not been smuggled.

Mr, SMOOT, The only interest I have in this subject is to
gee that the law which we ennct can be put into successful
operation, and I am simply voicing the opinion of the honest
dealers of precious stones in this country, and also the opinion
that has been expressed by the Treasury Department, not only
in the past, but at the present time.

Mr. JONES. I should like to ask the Senator——

Mr. BACON. I will just add one word, with the permission
of the Senator. I have not looked at the bill to see whether
the conference committee would have any control of the ques-
tion of the rate of duty on uncut diamonds——

Mr. SMOOT. They will not have unless some amendment
is made. If this amendment'is adopted, then I will follow it
up, of course, with another amendment.

Mr. BACON. If the Senator will pardon me, what I was
going to say was that T hoped if there is an opportunity to do
so the difference between the duty on uncut diamonds and on
cut diamonds will be removed and that there will be imposed
just the same duty on uncut diamonds as on cut diamonds.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment proposed by the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoot].

The amendment was rejected. }

. i[kr. NORRIB. I offer the amendment which I send to the
- (lesK.
The. VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

|| of elalms made

apon
| able cause of delay such tax can not be

The SEcRETARY, On page 209, after line 12, it is proposed
to insert—— 1

Mr. NORRIS. I am willing that the greater portion of the
amendment shonld be printed without reading, because it has
been once printed. There were some errors, however, as it was
first printed, so that if the Secretary will read down to sub-
division O it will be satisfactory to me, and then the whole
amendment can be printed in the REcogp. :

The Becretary proceeded to read the amendment, which is as
follows :

On page 209, after line 12, insert:

Subdivision 3. A. That a tax shall be, and Is hereby, Imposed mpon
the transfer of any property, real or personal, or of any interest therein
or income therefrom, in trust or otherwise.

First. When the transfer is by will or by the intestate laws of any
State or Territory or of the Unifed States from any person dying selzed
:agpgﬁgged of thig n;;roperty while a resident of the United Btates or

econd. When the transfer s by will or intestate law of property
::tshléu n?eregﬁletog Egt:.tl.:acori t:;rymnii its posaemrlo;m and thie Ewﬁeut
n nt o n ates or any of its possessions at the
i o i el : .
. en the pro; of a resident decedent or the property of
a nonresident dmdent% the United States or any atpitnp? yes-
sions transferred by will is not specifically bequeathed or devised, such
property shall for the purpose of this subdivision be deemed to be
transferred proportionately to and divided pro rata among all the
general legatees and devisees named in sald decedent’s will, including
all transfers under a residuary clause of such will.

Fourth. When the transfer is of property made by a resident, or by
a nonresident when such nonresident'ge&)roparty is within the United
States or any of its possessions, by deed, grant, bargnin, sale, or gift
made in contemplation of the death of the grantor, vendor, or donor or
Elntet?zaad to take effect in possession or enjoyment at or after such

eath.

Fifth. When any such person or corporation becomes benefleinlly
entitled in possession or expectancy to any property or the income
thieﬁ?f b{t any such transfer whether made ore or after the passage
o s act. -

ixth. Whenever any person or corporation shall exerclse a power of
appointment derived from any disposition of property made elther
before or after the passage of this act, such appointment when made
shall be deemed a transfer taxable under the provisions of this sub-
division in the same manner as thouf;h the property to which such
appointment relates belonged absolutely to the donee of such power
and had been begueathed orﬁdevlsed by such ignee by wit!i: an? when-
ever any person or corporation possessing such power of appointment
so derived shall omit er fail to exercise t'im same within the time pro-
vided therefor, in whole or in part, a transfer taxable under the
visions of this subdivision shall be deemed to take glace to the
of such omission or failure in the same manner as though the persons
or corporations hereby becoming .entitled to the | on or enjgg-mt
of the property to which such power related had succeeded thereto by a
will of the donee of the power failing to exercise such power, taking
effect at the time of such omission or failure.

B. The tax imposed hereby shall be upon the clear market walue of
the property so transferred. and the value of any transfer or transfers
to ::i:t_v; person or corporation shall be taxed at the following rates,
] .

The first $50,000 in value of any such transfer or transfers to any

rson or corporation shall be exempt from taxation under this su

ivision. The next $50,000 shall be taxed at the rate of 1 per eent.
The next ﬁlluD0.000 shall be taxed at the rate he mext
£100,000 shall be taxed at the rate of 3 pel
shall be taxed at the rate of 4 per cent., The next £100,000 ghall be
taxed at the rate of 5 per cent. The next $500.000 ghall be taxed at
the rate of T per cent. The next $1.000,000 sball be taxed at the rate
of 10 per cent. The next $2.000,000 shall be taxed at the rate of 15
per cent. The next §5,000,000 shall be taxed at the rate of 20 per
cent. The next $10.000,000 shall be taxed at the rate of 30 per cent.
The next $15.000,000 shall be taxed at the rate of 45 per cent. The
next $10, ,000 shall be taxed at the rate of 60 per cent, and all over
£50,000,000 shall be taxed at the rate of 75 per cent: Provided, That in
the collection of the taxes imposed by this subdivision, if it shall be
made to appear, to the satisfaction of the Commissioner of Internal
Revenue, that any person or corporation liable for the payment of any
tax hereunder has paid a like tax on the same transfer or transfers to
any Btate, Territory, or District within the United States, them the
amount so paid znnch person -or corporation to such State, Terrltory,
or Distriet shall the extent of 95 per cent of the amount so paid be
cr%d!tid as a payment upon any tax due under this subdivision.

ro ised

ent

i nr p dev or bequeathed to any purely educational,
charitable, jonary, benevolent, hospital, er mary cerporation,
inelu corporations organized exclusively for Bible or tract purposes,

ding

shall be exempted from and not subject to the provisions of this sub-
division. There shall also be exempted from and not subject to the
visions of this subdivision Pm bequeathed to a corporation or
association organized exclusive tfﬂ or the moral or mental improvement
of men or women, or for scientific, literary, library, patriotic, cemetery,
or historieal purposes, or for the .enforcement of laws relating to ehil-
dren or animals, or for two or more of such purposes, and exclusively
for carrying out one or more of such purposes. But no such cnr&ora—
tion or assoclation shall be entitled to such e_xamib‘zion if any officer,
member, or employee thereof shall receive or may lawfully entitled
to recelve any pecuniary profit from the operations thereof except
reasonable compensation for services in effe one or more of such
p or as proper beneficiaries of its strictly charitable purposes,
or B the organization thereof for any such avowed purpes2 be a gulse
or pretense for directly or indirectly making any other pecuniary profit
for such corporation or association or for any of its members or em-
loyees, or 1??: be not in good faith organized or conducted exclusively

for one or more -of such purposes.
°D. That if such tax is pald within six months from the accrual
thereof a dlscount of 5 per cent ghall be allowed and deducted there-
from, If such tax is nci paid within 18 months from the accrual
thereof, interest shall be chamd and collected thereom at the rate of
10 per cent per annum from time the tax accrued, unless by reason
the estate, mec litigation, or other unavoid-
etermined and paid as herein

b- V
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provided, in which case interest at the rate of 6 per cent per annum
shall be charged upon such tax from the acerual thereof until the cause
of such delay Is removed. after which 10 per cent shall be charged.

E. That the tax aforesaid shall be due and payable in one year after
the death of the testator, and shall be a lien and chargew upon the
property of every person who may die as aforesaid for 20 years or
until the same shall, within that period. be fully paid to and discharged
by the United States; and every executor, administrator, or trustee
having in charge or trust any legacy or distributive share as aforesaid
ghall give notice thereof in writing to the collector or deputy collector
of the district where the deceased grantor or bargainer last resided
within 20 days after he shall have taken charge of such trust, and
every executor, administrator, or trustee, before payment and distribu-
tion to the legatees or any parties entitled to beneficial interest therein,
shall pay to the collector or deputy collector of the distriet of which
the deceased person was a resident, or in which the property was
located in case of nonresidents, the amount of the tax uasses: upon
such legacy or distributive share, and shall also make and render to the
said collector or deputy collector a schedule, list, or statement, in
duplieate, of the amount of such legacy or distributive share, together
with the amount of the tax which has accrued or shall accrue thereon
verified by his oath or affirmation, to be administered and certified
thereon by some magistrate or officer having lawful power to administer
such caths in such form and manner as may be prescribed by the
Commissioner of Internal Revenue, which schedule, list, or statement
shall contain the names of each and every person entitled to any bene-
fielal interest therein, together with the clear value of such interest,
the duplicate of which schedule, list, or statement shall be by him
immediately delivered and the tax thereon pnid to such collector; and
upon such payment and delivery of such schedule, list, or statement said
collector or deputy collector shall grant to such person paylng such
duty or tax a receipt or receipts for the same in duplicate, which shall
be prepared as herelnafter provided. Such receipt or receipts, duly
signed and delivered by such collector or deputy ecollector, shall be
sufficient evidence to entitle such executor, administrator, or trustee to
be credited and allowed such payment by every tribunal which by the
laws of any Btate or Territory is or may be empowered to decide upon
and settle the accounts of executors and administrators; and in case
such executor, administrator, or trustee shall refuse or neglect to pay
the aforesaid duty or tax to the collector or deputy ecollector as afore-
suid within the time hereinbefore provided, or shall neglect or refuse
to deliver to said collector or deputy collector the dupliceate of the
schedule, list, or statement of soch legacies, property, or personal
estate, under oath as aforesald, or shall neglect or refuse to dellver the
schedule, list, or statement of such legacies, property, or personal
estate, under oath as aforesaid, or shall deliver to said collector or

.deputy collector a false schedule or statement of such legacles, prop-

erty, or personal estate, or give the names and relationship of the
persons entitled to beneficial interests therein untruly, or shall not
truly and correctly set forth and state therein the -clear value of such
beneficial interests, or where no administration e!3101: such property or
personal estate shall have been granted or allowed under existing laws,
the collector or deputy collector shall make out such lists and valua-
tion as in other cases of neglect or refusal and shall assess the duty
thereon, and the collector shall commence appropriate proceedings
before any court of the United Btates, in the name of the United States,
agalnst such person or I)ﬂsous as may have the actual or constiructive
custody or dposnms!on of such property or personal estate, or any part
thereof, and shall subjeet such property or personal estate, or any por-
tion of the same, to be scld upon the judgment or decree of such court,
and from the proceeds of such sale the amount of such tax, together
with all costs and expenses of every description to . be allowed by such
court, shall be first pald, and the balance, If any, deposited according
to the order of such court, to be paid under its direction to such person
or persons as shall establish title to tHe same. The deed or deeds, or
any proper conveyance of such property or personal estate, or any por-
tion thereof, so sold under such judgment or decree executed by the
officer lawfully charged with carrving the same into effect shall vest
in the purchaser thereof all the title of the delinquent to the property
or personal estate sold under and by virtue of such judgment or decree,
and shall release every other portion of such property or personal estate
from the lien or charge thereon created by this saction. And ever

rson who shall have in his possession, charge, or custody any record,

le, or paper containing, or supposed to contain, any Iinformation con-
cerning such property or personal estate, as aforesaid, passing from
any person who may die as aforesaid, shall exhibit the same at the
request of the collector or deputy collector of the district and to any
Inw officer of the United States in the performance of his duty under
this section, his deputy or agent, who may desire to examine the same,
And if any such person having in his possession, charge, or custody any
such records, files, or paper shal' refuse or neglect to exhibit the same
on request, as aforesaid, he shall forfeit and pay the sum of $500:
Provided, That in all legal controversies where such deed or title shall
be the subject of judicial Investigation, the recital in sald deed shall be
];I'lma facie evidence of its truth and that the requirements of the law
ave been complied with by the officers of the Government: And pro-
vided further, That in case of willful neglect, refusal, or false state-
ment by such executor, administrator, or trustee, as aforesaid, he shall
be liable to a penalty of not exceeding $1,000, to be recovered with costs
of sult., Any tax paid under the provisions of this section shall be
deducted from the particular legacy or distributive share on account of
which the same is charged.

I". That from and after the passage of this act the SBecretary of the
Treasury, upon the recommendation of the Commissioner of Intermal
Revenue, is aothorized to appoint a competent person, at an annual
salary of $3,000, whose special duty it shall be to conduet such investi-
gations as may be necessary to secure the efficient enforcement of the
tax imposed upon legacies and distributive shares of personal property
by this section, and the Commissioner of Internal Hevenue may also
from time to time assign one or more special agents to aid In such
investigations,

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, this amendment which I have
offered provides for an inheritance tax upon all bequests, begin-
ning after the first $50,000, which is exempted, and running up
to as high as 75 per cent on that part of any bequest which
exceeds $50,000,000,

I will print in the Recorp at this point a table showing the
m?e of taxation as it would work out if this amendment became
a law.

The table referred to is as follows:

Table showing rate of tazation proposed. Ter cent.
The first :50‘000 of apy inheritance_.____ ==L Exempted.
The next $50.000 of any Inheritance taxed at____ =L
The next $100,000 of any inheritance taxed at____ £
The next $100.000 of any Inheritance taxed at ____ ——
The next $100,000 of any Inheritance taxed at__________________ 4
The next $100,000 of any inheritance taxed at__.________________ 5
The next $500.000 of any inheritance taxed At oo T
The next $1.000.000 of any Iinheritance taxed at________________ 10
The next $2.000,000 of any inheritance taxed at________________ 1
The next $5.000.000 of any inheritance taxed at________________ 20
The next $10,000.000 of any inheritance taxed at_______ 20
The next $15.000,000 of any inheritance taxed at_____ 45
The next £16.000.000 of any Inheritance taxed at__._ 60
All over $50,000,000 of any inheritance taxed at________________ 70

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska
¥ield to the Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr. NORRIS. T yield to the Senator.

Mr. GALLINGER. If the Senator will permit me, I did
not quite grasp the full purport of his amendment, Does the
Senator's amendment propose a direct inheritance tax or a
collateral inheritance tax, or both?

Mr., NORRIS. It makes no distinction between collateral
heirs and any other heirs or any other bequests.

Mr. GALLINGER. Then, if I heard the reading correctly, in
the event of a State having taxed——

Mr. NORRIS I am going to take up that matter now.

One of the objections to a Federal inheritance tax, and an
objection which I believe has a great deal of reason for its
basis, is that the different States desire to use that as one of the
methods of taxation, and therefore that the Federal Government
should not engage in any tax on inheritances.

In explaining a provision of the amendment which I think
entirely meets that objection, I wish to say that one of the objects
of the amendment is to break up the very large fortunes. No
State so far has levied, and no State dares levy, a very high tax
on inheritances for fear of driving property out of its borders to
other States. If a Federal law were enacted that had in it a
progressive rate sufficiently high to break up these immense for-
tunes, that objection. of course, could not apply. In order to
meet that objection, I have incorporated in the amendment the
following proviso:

Provided, That in the collection of the taxes imposed by this sub-
division if it shall be made to appear to the satisfuction of the Com-
missioner of Internal Revenue that any person or corporation liable
for the payment of any tax hereunder has paid a like tax on the same
transfer or transfers to any State, Territory, or District within the
United States, then the amount so paid by such person or corporation
to such Btate, Territory, or District shall, to the extent of 95 per cent
of the amount so id, be credited as a payment upon any tax due
under this subdivision.

I think that is an answer, in so far as under this provision I
am able to make an answer, to the suggestion of the Senator
from New Hampshire, .

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, in my own State we have
a collateral inheritance tax from which we are deriving a very
considerable revenue, and there has been some agitation in
favor of an additional direct inheritance tax. In Massachusetts,
and possibly in some other States, they have now both a direct
and a collateral tax. Do I understand the Senator to say that
the States must collect an equal amount, as his amendment
provides, before they get the exemption?

Mr. NORRIS. Oh, no.

Mr. GALLINGER. The States are to be credited with the
amount coilected under State laws. Is that it?

Mr. NORRIS They are eredited with 95 per cent of the
amount that they have paid to the State.

Mr. GALLINGER. That is what I wanted to get clear in
my mind.

Mr. NORRIS. It may be well in the beginning to state that
it has been uniformly held by the courts that an inheritance tax
is not a tax on property.. It is a tax on the right of a person
to take property which he would not be allowed to take or have
a right to take if it were not for the law which, under such
circumstances, gives it to him.

At this point I desire to include in the Recorp a table showing
the exact amount that would be taken from bequests of various
amounts, if my proposition were enacted into law.

The table referred to is as follows:

Table showing operation of proposed inheritance tax.

On an inheritance of $50,000, tax would be__ . _________ 30
On an inheritance of $100,000, tax would be__ . ____.__ 500
On an Inheritance of $200,000, tax would be_____ ¢ 2,500
On an inheritance of $300,000, tax would be.__ 5, HO0
On an inheritance of $400,000, tax would be_ 9, 500
On an inheritance of $500,000, tax would be_ 14, 500

On an inheritance of $1,000.000, tax would be_

40, H00
-1 On an inheritance of 34.000.000, tax would be__________ 449, 500
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On an inheritance of £9.000,000, tax would be._ oo L —— $1, 449, 500
On an inheritance of $19,000,000, tax wonld be___________ 4, 449, 500
On an inheritance of $34,000.000, tax would be___ - 11,109, 500

On an inheritance of £50,000,000, tax would be_. — 20,790, 500
On an inheritance of $50,000,000, tax would be_________ 43, 799, 500
Myr. NORRIS. It will be noted that the amendment does not
levy a tax upon the estate proper but only a tax upon the
various bequests; and inder the amendment, if it should become
a law, it would be pessible for any man with any amount of
property so to bequeath it as to entirely avoid the tax.

This table shows, as I have computed it, the various amounts
that would have to be paid for various bequests, running from
$50,000 up to $80,000,000.

All taxes are burdensome. It would be better if we could
avold taxation. We desire, and I think it is the desire all over
“the world, to avoid burdensome taxation and to avoid expensive
taxation. From the very beginning of government men have
continnally tried to enaet into law such systems of taxation as
would be least burdensome. Of all the taxes that ever have
been conceived by man there is mo other that is so little a
burden as an inheritance tax. It is the only tax I know of
that is not directly or indirectly a tax on consumption. There
is no other tax that can be so easily and inexpensively collected.
There is no other tax that is any more just or fair. It is a
tax that can not be passed on to some one else

An inheritance tax of the kind that is provided in this par-
ticular amendment would not take from any man a single
doliar he had done anything toward earning. It would not
take away from any person a single dollar that he had any-
thing whatever to do with creating. It would, in fact, take
ouly a part of the property that the legislatures of the Btates
or of the Nation have a right, if they see fit, to take away
entirely.

The right to inherit property is one given to the individual by
iaw. It is not a nataral right. If may be sald that in some
instnnces the children work and labor with their parents, help
to erente their property, and help to accumulate their property.
That is sometimes troe in the accnmulation of small estates,
1 do not believe it is troe in a single case where the tax
provided in this amendment would be levied. In every instance,
as far as 1 know, inheritances of from one to two or three or
four or five million dollars go to people who never have as
much as crooked their fingers to aceumulate the money.

1t has often been said during the course of the debate in this
Chamber on the income-tax provisions, and I have not heard it
contradieted here or elsewhere, that immense, swollen fortunes
are an evil and a detriment not only to our Govermment but to
humanity. There is a limit beyond which money can buy
neither comfort, luxuries, nor pleasure. I think it is conceded
Py all men that the accumulation and the entailing of immense,
swo!len fortunes is detrimental to the welfare of humanity.

When George Washington died he left an estate, as I remem-
ber now, valued at somewhere about $500,000, and I Dbelieve he
was then the wealthiest man in the United States; but we have
seen grow up within the last 50 years a large number of im-
mensze fortunes, "

As was said in the debate by several Senators, some of these
fortunes, perhaps, have been dishonestly acquired. Some of
them have been acquired honestly and fairly under the law.
I am going to take one of them as an illustration, and I am
going to take one the legality, fairness, and honesty of whose
sequisition, so far as I know, can not be questioned.

1 take it that no one would object if we could break up the
large fortunes that were dishonestly acquired; but it might be
said that those that were henestly acquired ought mot to be
Lroken up, becanse of an alleged injustice that thereby wonld
be done those who would otherwise inherit them.

As I said a while ago, I do not believe any injustice can eome
from taking away a portion of an inheritance from a man who
has done nothing whatever, either with his hands or with his
brains, toward its acquisition. It is taking something that he
does not hava, something that he can not inherit, except as the
law gives him the right to inherit. It is taking something that
" he hag not produced. The particular provision I have offered
as an amendment in every instance will leave enough, without
any serious taxation, to keep him and all his friends and family
in absolute luxury during all their lives.

To illustrate the working out of this amendment I wish to
take the estate of John Jacob Astor. TLet me say right here
that I have nothing against any of the Astors, or any of their
predecessors, or any of those who live now. As far as I know,
none of them has ever done a dishonorable act in the acguisition
of property. As far as I know, the present young Mr. Astor is
perfectly honorable, perfectly honest, and has not done anything
to secure his fortune that is illegal, disreputable, unfair, or
dishonest, When his father, John Jacob Astor, went dewn on

the Tifanic he left an estate, speaking in round numbers, valued
at abouf £90,000,000. I am informed by the officials in New
York City that this estate represents the increase in value of
an original investment—a great many years ago, of course—of
less than $2,000,000, and that all of this immense fortune has
been brought about by the increase in value of real estate,
principally on Manhattan Island, in which for all these years the
estate has been invested.

With an investment, let us say, and it is liberal, ns I under-
stand if, of $2,000,000 years ago made by the original Astor, the
estate has grown until at the death of John Jacob Astor it
amounted to $90,000,000. During all those years for several
generntions the Astors have really done nothing except fo see
the estate grow and become more valuable and to live in luxury
oﬁTllsf income,

s property, worth originally $2,000,000, now worth
$80,000,000, has been made valuable by the public. Every man
who ever paid taxes in New York has contributed something
toward its value. Every man who ever erected a building on
Manhattan Island, whether it was a mansion on Broadway or
an humble cottage in the suburbs, has done something to make
this estate greater. From fhe man in the street who laid the
paving blocks to the master minds that planned the glant sky-
scrapers which lift their heads up in the clouds, every one of
them has contributed something to the Astors. Every drop of
sweat that ever trickled down over the brow of labor on Man-
hattan Island for a century has contributed its mite to the
Astor fortune.

There is nothing unjust, Mr. President, there is nothing unfair
in such a case, after the man who owned it has used it during
his lifetime, for the Government to say at his death, before
anybody shall take this fortune which the people of the country
have in reality made, we will levy a tax and give a portion of
it back to the people, and realizing that vast aggregations of
wealth are harmful to free government and to humanity gen-
erally, we will grade that tax in such a way that it will be
practically impossible for the large aggregations of wealth to
be entailed from one generation to another.

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President——

The VICE I'RESIDENT, Does the Senator from Nebraska
¥ield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator,

Mr. CLAPP. There is a great deal, of course, in what the
Senator says, but it must be based, however, upon a funda-
mental that reaches back of the taxing power. If the laws
under which the Astor fortune—I use that as the illustration
which the Senator has used—permit a fortune to be accumu-
lated in the way in which that fortune was accumulated, there
may then be a question as to the morals involved in first per-
mitting that condition, and then turning around and from the
viewpoint not of the necessity of government for revenue but to
reach a condition which from the second viewpoint is suffi-
ciently questionable to warrant reaching deep down into the
fortune under the guise of taxation. That may present a ques-
tion of doubtful morals.

I think I will vote for the Senator’s amendment; but the
trouble with an inheritance tax, especially where it is levied
upon realty, is that it serves to reconcile the American people
to a condition under which a man without lifting a finger accu-
mulates year by year millions due entirely to the labor, the
activity, the very existence, if I may use the term, of others.
I hope the day is not far distant when instead of desling
with the frills, if I may use that expression, we will begin to
go down to the fundamentals and make it impossible for a man
to acquire a great fortune to which he contributes only that
much which one life in a population of a million lives bears to
that million.

The fortune of the Astors to-day is largely due to the fact
that millions of people have resided upon Manhaftan Island.
To recognize that the Astors may first take that and then we
get back a part of it through the doubiful process of taxation in
the admitted excess of the needs of revenue it seems to me is
pregenting a picture in morals that we must soon withdraw
from the American public.

While I shall support the amendment of the Senator from
Nebraska, I wish that instead of tolerating the idea that a
man makes his millions to which he is not entitled, and then
the only remedy is for the people to get some of it back in
excess of the due needs of revenue, we would study more and
more the process by which the people in the first instance should
retain that which properly belongs to them in the fruits of their
existence, the fruits of their labor, the fruits of that wealth
which population makes.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr, President, there is a great denl in what
the Senator from Minnesota has said which appeals to me. I
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do not regard it, however, as any objection to this amendment.
The other day in the debate on the income tax reference was
made to the inheritance tax, and it was said instead of faxing
such large fortunes we ought to prevent them from being pos-
sible nnder our laws. That is true, perhaps, and I am not
offering this amendment as a cure for all the evils of the Gov-
ernment or of taxation even. But we do have these large for-
tunes. We are facing a condition. We have men worth
$100,000.000 and $200,000,000, more money than any man can
nge and more money than any mind can really comprehend. and
we are faced with this condition. This kind of a law onght to
be on the statute books even though we did what the Senator
from Minnesota has so well said we ought to do—legisiate in
such a way, or let the States legislate in such a way, that it
would be impossible to aeguire in one lifetime these large
fortunes.

Mr, CLAPP. Will the Senator pardon another interruption?

Mr. NORRIS. T yield to you, Senator.

Mr. CLAPP. While, as I said, I shall support the amend-
ment, yet I fear there is this difficulty or evil that grows out
of an income tax and an inheritance tax. I believe we should
deal frankly with these great subjects. I believe that they do
tend to reconcile the public and abate the efforts and study to
find some means to first prevent them. I believe that Mr. Car-
negie in doling out, as it seems to me almost in the attitude
of a benefactor giving to mendicants, to communities in this
country, almost on bended knees supplicating, a pittance from
his hands to establish libraries, has done much to stay Ameri-
can thought and American purpose in trying to find some just
way of preventing a Carnegie from first taking from the Ameri-
can people approximately $500,000,000 of propertys representing
a taxing power against the American people based upon the re-
turns and earnings of that $500.000,000, and then doling some
of it out as a benefaction to those who permitted the taking.

If the Senator will pardon me, too much to-day we find the
American people confronted with a sitnation in which they
come to recognize as a public benefactor the man who does
thus. First, he obtains the $500,000,000, and then he doles it
out to the public in institutions benevolent in their inception
or institutions of an educational character.

If the Senator will pardon me another moment, the people
have too much of the thought in this country that prosperity
consists of a few men sitting around a banguet board heaped so
high with the good things of life that a few erumbs must fall
to the floor, and the gathering of those erumbs by the rank
and file constitutes prosperity.

I regret that we are confronted to-day by the alternative of
voting for or against these propositions, for while I believe,
having tolerated a system under which these acenmulations
have been made, we should tax them, -and perhaps temporarily
have no other recourse than taxation, I ean not help but feel
that taxation and the receipt of these benefactions from great
overgrown fortunes serve fo enslave the American mind and
make us more tolerant of conditions whiech it thould be the
primary thought and effort of every American patriot to see if
there is not some way to so adjust the situation that instead
of that banguet board thus being heaped overhigh and the
erummbs falling to the masses there might be a banquet board
around which all could sit with a fair equation of opportunity.

Of course, T have only used names in the sense of illustration.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, T want in return to thank the
Senator for what he has said. He presents a very interesting
question; but, Mr. President, in my judgment, interesting as it
may be, it is not directly related to the question before us.
We do have the large fortunes. I presume thatunder any system
which we could invent we are liable to have them. The par-
ticular forfune that I took as an illustration is no exception, I
do not believe any man lives or ever did live who by his own
effort, his own ability, his own wisdom is able to honestly make
a fortune as large as the Astor fortune or as a great many of
the other fortunes. They are usually made by influences en-
tirely beyond the control of the owner; that is, if they are built
up honestly.

Mr. GALLINGER rose.

Mr, NORRIS. T prefer not to yield just now. I will yield
in a very few moments. I de not believe any man can make a
million dellars by his own effert. These fortunes have not been
made by the working of the hand or of the brain. Often acci-
dent, sometimes perhaps by some provision of law, men have
beent able to build up a fortune, but many of them have been
built mp—for instance, like the Astor fortune—that are per-
fectly honest, perfectly legitimate. Others have been accumu-
lated by accident, by the investment, perhaps, of a few dollars
in a mine that may turn out to give the owner millions and
millions of dollars. There are thousands of ways in which these

vast fortunes are accumulated. We ought to have on the
statute books a law that when the man who has the fortune is
through with it. when he is dead. he shall not be able to pass
it on and entail it from one generation to another. and thus
accelerating what everybody admits to be an evil, I yield now
to the Senator from New Hampshire.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, I will take just a moment.

I have had very grave doubts as to the propriety of taking
from the States the privilege of passing statutes that would
cover either the question of direct or collateral inheritances,
and I still entertain serions doubt on that point.

I am glad the Senator from Nebraska has differentiated, and
that he takes the Astor estate as an illustration of a foriune
accumulated by honest methods. I am just as much disturbed
over these great fortunes as is the Senator from Nebraska, and
if there is any way to halt them properly, by legislation or
otherwise, I will be glad to cooperate with the Senator from
Nebraska in doing it.

Of course both of us see difficulty in accomplishing that
result. The Astor estate has been accumulated by the enhance-
ment of real estate values. The original Mr. Astor, I suppose,
accumulated his first $2.000,000 legitimately in the far trade.
He then, with great foresight, invested in real estate in the
city of New York, and it has grown to $70.000.000 in value.

A few years ago some men in public life were eriticized for
the purchase by the Government of Rock Creek Park, holding
that it was an expenditure which ought not to be made, but I
suppose Rock Creek Park would sell to-day for at least twenty-
five times what we paid for it. Mr. Seward was denounced from
one end of the country to the other for investing $12.200,000 in
Alaska. Yet we know that that sum is a mere bagatelle so far
as the value of that great Territory is now concerned. So with
the Astor estate. What cost a thousand dollars 50.years ago in
New York City is worth fifty or one hundred or two hundred
times that amount to-day in certain localities. So in dealing
with an estate of that kind I think we ought to differentiate
between that and estates accumulated in different ways.

I simply rose to say that I am glad the Senator from Ne-
braska recognizes that fact, and does not do as a great many
men in publie life do, denounce every man who has accumulated
a large fortune, because some of these fortunes have been
accumulated legitimately and honestly, just as the Astor estate
has been accumulated.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I believe that a proper system
of taxation would go a goed ways, at least, to prevent the
accumulation of these fortunes by the increase in the value of
property. I believe that more fortunes are made on account of
the increase in the value of real estate than in any ether way.
Many times the man who makes the investment has not exer-
cised any particular ingenuity or wisdom. Circumstances over
which he has no control have made the property very valuable.
We have not yet in our States devised a system of taxation that
has been just or has been able to keep down these big fortunes.
If we could meet nationally that question, I would be glad te
meet it. I would be glad to help, as well as I know how, to
devise a system of taxation that would prevent the accumulation
of large fortunes. But that would not do awny with the large
fortunes. It might do away with some of them, but there would
be a great many of them that would be accumulated anyway
under any system of laws or government.

Mr. WORKS. Mr. President——

Mr. NORRIS. All right, I yield to the Senater.

Mr. WORKS. I should like to ask the Senator from Ne-
braska whether he has estimated the amount of money that
would be realized by the Government as the result of the adep-
tion of this amendment?

Mr. NORRIS. No; I have not, Mr. President. I have no
estimate. Of course it is a very uncertain proposition.

Mr. WORKS. Then I assume that the amendment is not
offered with a view to raising needed revenue for the Gov-
ernment.

Mr. NORRIS. I presume the Senator from California was
not in when I began my remarks. E.explained a provision in
the amendment that I thought would result in the different
Btates passing the necessary laws and. in fact, getting most
of the revenue that is provided for here. I have a provision
in the amendment, I will say to the Senater, that I think
would result in giving it practically all to the States.

Mr. WORKS. I am so strongly in sympathy with every
effort to limit the great fortunes and to prevent their accu-
mulation that I am liable to be tempted to vote for a measure
of ‘this kind, that ought not to appeal to my sense of justice.
If it were necessary to raise funds for the Government by an
inheritance tax, I should be entirely in sympathy with the idea
of making the holder of a great fortune pay more than his



4426

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

SEPTEMBER 8,

proportionate share or percentage toward that burden. TUpon
the other hand, it does not seem to me to be an act of justice
or proper- and appropriate to levy a tax of this kind simply
as a means of taking away from a man the fortune that we
have allowed him to accumulate.

Mr. NORRIS. Will the Senator tell me a single instance
where that could possibly occur if this amendment became a
law?

Mr. WORKS. I think it would necessarily occur.

Mr. NORRIS. It could not happen. The Senator has sup-
posed an impossibility. It does not take away from any man
anything that he has now.

Mr. WORKS. It is practically the same thing under the law
of descent.

Mr. NORRIS. Indeed, it is not.

Mr., WORKS. Of course his descendants are entitled to re-
ceive money as if it were their own.

Mr. NORRIS. Why?

Mr. WORKS. You take it away from them.

Mr. NORRIS. Why are his descendants entitled to receive it?

Mr. WORKS. Partly because it is a law of the country and
partly becanse——

Mr. NORRIS. Exactly: because it is a law.

Mr, WORKS. If the Senator will allow me, it is the uni-
form sentiment of this country that a man’s children or his
descendants should inherit whatever he may leave, and we are
not only depriving them of what the law gives them, but what
the sentiment of the couniry justifies. It may be possible that
our laws are wrong and that that sort of thing ought not to be
allowed, but I have not reached that frame of mind yet. It
does not seem to me that it is proper to go to the extent the
Senator proposes to go in dealing with these fortunes.

Mr. NORRIS. I will show the Senator how far we go with
some of these fortunes. I want to say in answer to what the
Senator from California has said that what I have proposed as
an amendment to the bill would not take a dollar from any man.
The reason why I have a right to inherit is because the law
gives me that right. This would change that law to some ex-
tent and take away from me the right to get $40,000,000 or
$50,000,000 that I had never crooked my finger to create. Is
that unjust? Is there any unfair thing about that?

Mr. WORKS. Mr. President—

Mr. NORRIS. T yield to the Senator.

Mr. WORKS. That would not be unjust if we were taking
this money for legitimate purposes to satisfy the needs of the
country. In other words, I think the theory upon which the
Senator proposes to take away the right that is given by law
is a wrong theory.

Mr. NORRIS. The principal object of my amendment is te
break up the swollen fortunes. The revenue would mostly, and
perhaps eventually, all go to the States, and wonld to that extent
reduce their taxation. Of course, there is always an objection
to every proposition. We never can all of us agree as to just
how we ought to do a particular thing that we all agree ought
to be done. Here everyone agrees, as far as I know, that these
immense fortunes are an evil and a menace, but when we come
to any method that would in any way interfere with their being
entailed from generation to generation and made still larger,
then we are going to fall out about the method we take to do it.

This proposition simply says to A, when he becomes under the
law entitled to receive a million dollars from somebody's estate:
You can not take that property which you did not create; you
can not have that immense fortune unless you give the Govern-
ment, under whose laws that fortune was made, whose people
really made it, a proper share of it. It is to give back to the
people, in effect, what they have created, what they have in fact
earned, Mr. President, every one.of these big fortunes has been
made, not by the man who possesses it, but by thousands and
even by millions of men all over the country, whose labor has
made the large fortunes possible.

Now, let us take the illustration I was starting out to give
some time ago, when I S;s interrupted, and see the effect this
would have on young . Astor. He got from his father's
estate, in round numbers, $80,000,000. I want to pause again to
say that I do not know Mr. Astor. I have nothing in the world
against him. As far as I know, he is a perfectly honorable and
honest gentleman. I know that I would not harm him if I
could. I would not take away from him one single cent that I
believed I had no right to take. But who is there, here or else-
where, who will say that he ever so much as crooked his finger
toward the accumulation of the $80,000,0007 He is the son of
the man who owned it, who in turn got it from his father, and
80 on. That is his only claim for it.

What would this law have done to this bequest had it been in
force? Ilis share of that estate, as I have stated, was $80,-

000,000. The tax on $80,000,000, as will be seen from the table
that I will print in the Recorp, would be $438,799,500. That would
have left Mr. Astor, out of the $30,000,000, a little over $30.-
000,000. Is that robbing a poor man? 'Thirty-six million dollars
came into his lap without his ever sweating a drop for its nc-
cumulation, without his ever making an effort either with his
hands or brains. He had been raised on the income of it. He
already had spent for his benefit the income of it, a million dol-
lars, and here we are going to pauperize him by this unjust
proposition and turn him loose upon a suffering world with only
$36,000,000 and two or three hundred more thousand for spend-
ing money. That is not much of a hardship. I do not believe
there is one of us here who would not feel as though we hadl
been punished very hard if we had been taxed =o little that we
had $36,000,000 left.

Mr. President, what could Mr. Astor do with $50,000,000
that he could not do with $36,000,0007 I want to tell you that
it is beyond the power of money to accomplish everything.
The man with $36,000,000 can get everything that the man
with $80,000,000 can get as long as it is legitimate. He would
have left with this $36,000,000 more than any one man ought
to have, and there is not any injustice in it. It would be more
than any man could possibly use or enjoy. It was not his
property. The millions of people of the United States made
that fortune as I showed awhile ago.

Tet us take another illustration. Suppose this amendment
that T have offered were the law and some one became entitled
under a will or the intestate law of a State to $1,000,000. Let
us see what he would have to pay to get that million. He
would have to pay $49,500, and he would not feel it. If it was
taken when Be was not around he would not notice the differ-
ence in the gize of his pile. If the balance was in dollar bills
he would not have in his lifetime sufficient leisure time to
count it to see whether he had lost any. He could not tell the
difference. So, Mr. President, it seems to me that this pro-
vision that I have proposed here is no injustice to any man,
but that it will have a tendency to break up the entailing of
these large fortunes, giving a man who has them the right to
do the breaking up himself, if he wants to, by dividing the
fortune up in parcels that are small enough to entirely avoid
the law.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Asuurst in the chair).
Does the Senator from Nebraska yield to the Senator from
Utah?

Mr. NORRIS. T yleld.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I want to say to the Senator from
Nebraska that with very much he has said I entirely sympa-
thize. I have for many years been in favor of an inheritance
tax; we have had in my own State a very good inheritance-tax
law which has resulted in bringing a great deal of revenue
to the State without any injury to the persons who have been
taxed; but I 4hink the Senafor’s proposed scheme of taxation
is fundamentally wrong in some particulars.

In the first place, the Senator makes no difference between
property which descends direcily to the wife and children and
persons who are directly dependent upon the deceased and

Mr. NORRIS. Will the Senator let me answer that before
he goes to the next proposition to which he has an objection?

Mr., SUTHERLAND. I have not quite finished my statement
about that—property which descends or is willed to collateral
heirs. This is what occurs to me about that: Here is a man
who has a widow and a family of children, he has accumulated
through a lifetime a hundred thousand dollars, which is not a
swollen fortune in these days, at any rate; that hundred thou-
sand dollars safely invested in most communities would produce
an income of about $5,000 per annum. Five thousand dollars
per annum to the family of that man, when you come to con-
gider the fact that he has earned the money which he has left
to them, is not an unreasonable income. I do not think that
the bequest of property or which descends by operation of law,
when it amounts to that sum of money or even to a larger sum
ought to be taxed at all. I would be in favor of taxing it if it
went to a collateral heir, who had nothing to do with earning
it, but not in the case of an estate of a hundred thousand dol-
lars to the accumulation of which the wife may have con-
tributed her part, and which belongs te her as much as it does
to the husband, and in many instances where the children have
assisted to some extent. That ought to be excluded altogether.
I think, in framing a Federal inheritance tax, we ought to ex-
empt at least $200,000 where it descends directly to the wife
and to the children for their benefit. Of course, when we come
to State taxation, which deals with smaller amounts, that per-
haps ought not to be done. That is my first objection.
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Mr. NORRIS. Allow me to answer that, and then I will
yield to the Senator further after I have done so.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Very well.

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator’s first objection is more a matter
of detail. I would not have any particular objection to a
larger exemption than that for which I have provided. I have
snid nothing about direct and collateral heirs, because I did not
want to encumber the proposition, so far as the Federal Gov-
ernment was concerned, with that question. which has many
difficulties in it. In the case the Senator puts as to a fortune
of $100.000, let us see just what the tax would be.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. It would be $500.

Mr. NORRIS. It would be just $500. The first $50,000
would be exempt; the next $50.000 would be taxed at 1 per
cent. That would not be a hardship in case the heir has to
pay only $500.

Mr, SUTHERLAND. I see no reason for taking a single
cent from the wife and children under those circumstances,

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator so thinks on the theory that the
wife and children helped to make the $100.000.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Whether they did so or not.

Mr. NORRIS. I would not guarrel with the Senator two
minutes about making the exemption higher, so far as I am
concerned, because it is the large fortunes that I wish to get
at; but I do not think there is any hardship in the case the
Senater puts. I do not believe this provision could result in a
hardship. This tax imposed on $100.000 under this bill wounld
require the payment of $500. There would be $99.500, or prac-
tieally $100,000, left. That would bring more than $5,000
income.

In the next place, I do not believe there are fortunes even as low
as §100,000 where the children do very much toward their accumu-
lation; but, on the other hand, they have been an instrumen-
tality of expense during the time of its accumulation. I ecan
see the man who has a little home., working a little farm, or
working by the day in a factory, who is worth $500 or $600.
or perhaps $1.000 or $5000, with his children at work and
his wife working, and they are all equally interested in the
accumulation of their little income. In that case all of those
people have an interest, and they ought to be protected in the
combined income of the family; but that will not apply in a
case of even $100,000, where we come to the tax. In those cases
the members of the family by their own efforts have not accu-
mulated the fortune, as a rule. There may be a few exceptions,
but I have not known of any in my lifetime. So, while I wonld
be willing to concede all that the Senator has claimed, yet if it
were necessary to get this enacted into law I would not stop to
argue it; but it is not very important.

One other suggestion the Senator has made, and that is in
regard to collateral and the direct heirs. My theory was that I
would leave the exemptions so large that if this bill became a
law it would necessarily follow—not necessarily. but it would
follow—that all the States would enact inheritance-tax laws so
as to take as much at least as this law provides, in order to get
the benefit of the remission provided for in the bill to the
States, and they would undoubtedly commence lower down.
Their object would be fto raise taxes, and I confess that my
prineipal object in the legislation that I propose has not been
to raise revenue, but to break up enormous fortunes. I now
yield further to the Senator from Utah.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Another suggestion which I desired to
make to the Senator was this: I entirely sympathize with the
Senator’s view with reference to the evils which result from the
amassing of vast fortunes. T think it is one of the great evils
which we have in this country to-day. To my mind, there are
indeed two great evils; first, the evil of putting into the hands
of a few men a vast sum of money or a vast deal of property;
and then the evil, which lies at the opposite pole, the depriving
of a vast number of people of even the common necessaries of
life. Those are the two things in our civilization that I think
very greatly threaten if, and I would sympathize with any legiti-
mate effort for breaking up both conditions of affairs to which
I have referred.

I think it is a very great evil for any man in this country to
have as much as $50.000,000 or to accumulate in a single life-
time as much as $50,000,000. It is a menace in and of itself,
and will turn out to be so as it comes to be more and more
understood—it is a menace to our scheme of civilization. So I
quite agree with the proposition of the Senator from Nebraska.
I myself have always advocated a graduated inheritance tax,
making the tax larger as you go to the larger amounts.

The power to tax is the power to destroy, as has a great many
times been said. There is no limit to it. We may utilize it
either for the purpose of raising revenue or we may utilize the
taxing power for the purpose of accomplishing an entirely

ulterior thing, as has been determined by the Supreme Court
many times. So I do not quarrel with that proposition; but the
thing that occurred to me about it was, if the Senator makes his
rate of taxation so high that it amounts, when you get above a
certain sum, to practieal confiscation. does the Senator not think
that there can successfully be devised methods of getting around
that by incorporating, for example? Could not some individual
who has a very large fortune, millions of dollars, knowing that
a fourth of it or a half of it was to be taken if he shonld leave
it to one of his heirs—could he not form a eorporation and dis-
pose of it in that way?

Mr. NORRIS. I do not know how he conld. Of course, T do
not know but that it might “e possible, though personally I am
not able to see now just how it conld be done.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Well, it has been done for other rea-
sons. Wealthy men have, as I understand, incorporated their
estates and have in their lifetime so arranged the shares of
stock that they are not obliged to go through the probate court
at all. I am not entirely familiar with the machinery of it,
Efrfal simply invite the Senator's attentien to a danger of that

Mr. NORRIS. That would be an evil if it is possible, and
after it was enacted into law if it were found that such a
thing could be done it would necessitate an amendment.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. In other words. we may sometimes
defeat our own purpose, however good it may be, if our law be
too drastic.

Mr. NORRIS. Does the Senator think that in the part of
the amendment where it is provided that a bequest exceeding
$£50.000.000 shall be taxed 75 per cent the tax is too great?
The Senator must remember that that means that the first
$50.000.000 will be taxed at the lesser rates.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes.

Mr. NORRIS. BSo that the 756 per cent would be only on the
excess over $50,000,000. Does the Senator think that is too
great a tax?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. In one sense, Mr. President, no. I
have always been rather conservative not only about maiters
of this kind, but about all matiers. That Is a matter of tem-
perament; and I happen to have been constructed on the plan
that I always like to know my destination before I make a
start. When I know what the destination is, T may be quite
willing to go there; but I do not like to proceed in a haphazard
way.

I think, of course, that nobody is seriously injured if the
whole amount of a fortune over $£50.000.000 were taken over
by the State.

Mr. NORRIS. Speaking about going far. I will say to the
Senator that I would not hesitate if T thought we had a right
to enact that kind of law, to absolutely take everything above

Mr. SUTHERLAND. T think if the holding of such vast for-
tunes were impossible, it would be a very wholesome thing, so
far as that is concerned. I have not the slightest doubt
about it.

Mr. NORRIS. Of course, when we are exercising our taxing
power I presume if we should take all of a fortnne there would
be danger of the law being held unconstitntional.

Mr, SUTHERLAND. I have not the slightest donbt——

Mr. NORRIS. I will say to the Senator that I have tried
to go so far that the man who has the fortune would himself
try to divide it up in lesser amounts. I have offered an induce-
ment to have him do that. We have practically said by this
provisgion, * If you do not divide up your fortune. we will do it
for you just 2s soon as you die” The trouble with these
millionaires is that they want to control their fortunes not only
while they live, but after they are dead.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I think such huge fortunes are exceed-
ingly unwholesome, and I quite sympathize with everything
the Senator has said about that. I have said the same thing
myself. That has been my opinion for a good many years,
and the suggestions which I am making to the Senator are not
to be taken by him as hestile criticisms.

Mr. NORRIS. I do not so take them. I am very much
obliged to the Senator for his suggestions. g

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Baut they occur to me, and I make them
for what they are worth.

Mr. NORRIS. I know the Senator is acting in the best of
faith.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The other suggestion which I think
is worthy of a good deal of consideration in a matter of this
kind is that which has already been made by the Senator from
California [Mr. WorEs] as to what amount is going to be raised
by this scheme of taxation. We have already imposed an in-
come tax which has been greatly liberalized by an amendment
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adopted on Saturday. If the original estimate made by the
committee, that the first draft of the income-tax provision
would raise $100,000,000, is correct, the amendment as it now
appears will raise perhaps $150,000,000 per annum. If the
Senator’s scheme, even leaving out of consideration the im-
mense fortunes, were adopted, I would venture fo say that it
would raise perhaps more than $150,000,000 per annum.

Mr. NORRIS. It might raise considerable temporarily, We
might get a large amount from the estates of some immensely
wealthy men who happened to die immediately after the enact-
ment of the law; but the Senator will realize that if this pro-
vision were put on the Federal statute books every State would
get busy and pass laws that would be at least as drastie as
this in order that they might take advantage of the benefit
and get for their own treasuries the 95 per cent of the taxes
paid as provided for in the amendment.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I think the Senator's provision would
raise for some time a very large sum of money per annum.
If we add that to the amount which is to be raised by the
income tax, there will be paid into the Treasury an immense
sum of money which in itself will constitute a direct invitation
to extravagance.

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator ought to consider that I presume
within the next year practically all of the legislatures of the
States will meet, and the Senator does not doubt that at the
first meeting of every State legislature they would enact an
inheritance-tax law in order to get for each State its share of
the moneys that would accumulate on account of this provision?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. That is probably so, but, of course, in
the last analysis neither the Senator nor myself need trouble
ourselves very much about what will happen under this amend-
ment, because, in all probability, 1t will not be adapted.

Mr. NORRIS. I am afraid that our friends on the other side
have surrendered their conscientious convictions to caucus con-
trol; I believe this amendment would be adopted if it were not
for the decree of the Democratic caucus against it.

Now, unless there is some other question which some Sen-
ator desires to ask me, I will yield the floor. I had about con-
cluded when I was interrupted.

Mr., WILLIAMS. If the Senator from Nebraska has ylelded
the floor, I desire to make a correction. I find this morning in
the Recorp that precisely the opposite of what was intended
to be done on Saturday was done with regard to the amendment
beginning on page 219. My motion was to disagree to the Sen-
ate committee amendment in the paragraph beginning on line 4,
page 219, the Senate committee amendment itself being in lines
6 and 7, in the words “upon a form to be prescribed by the
Secretary of the Treasury according to the nature of the case.”
The Senate committee amendment having been to strike that out
of the House bill, my motion was to disagree to the Senate
amendment and restore the language of the House bill there,
and that was carried.

There is also a subsequent Senate committee amendment that
came up later in the same paragraph of section 4, beginning in
line 21, page 219, and ending with line 7, page 220. The motion
there was to agree to the Senate committee amendment, but that
Senate committee nmendment is, according to the Recorp, dis-
agreed to. I move to reconsider the votes in order that the
mistake may be undone and the matter fixed right.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The question is on the motion
of the Senator from Mississippi to reconsider the votes by which
the action referred to by him was taken on the amendments
indicated.

The motlon was agreed to.

Mr. WILLTAMS. In lines 6 and T, page 219, T move to disa-
gree to the Senate commitiee amendment there.

The SrcrReETArRY., It is proposed to strike out the words
“upon a form to be prescribed by the Secretary of the Treasury,
according to the nature of the case.”

Mr, WILLIAMS. Now, the question will come up upon the
motion to agree, and by voting “no’” we will disagree to the
amendment and the language of the Iouse bill will be restored.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend-
ment.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. WILLIAMS., Now, I move to agree to the Senate amend-
ment beginning in line 21, page 219, and terminating in line T,
page 220.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
ithe committee amendment referred to by the Senator from
Mississippl.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. CHILTON. Mr. President, T do not know whether or
not the Senator from Nebraska desires a vote upon his amend-
ment at this time.

Mr. NORRIS. No; there are two or three Senators who
desire to speak upon it.

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from West
Virginia yield to the Senator from Illinois?

Mr. CHILTON. Of course I will yield for a question at this
time, but I desire to submit some observations to the Senate,
and I presume this is as good a time as any to do so.

I should apologize, Mr. President, for saying anything upon
the pending bill, but the debate has taken a very wide range
and, rather than apologize, I will say to the Senate that I will
occupy only a few moments of its time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senafor from West Vir-
ginia is recognized.

Mr. CHILTON. Mr. President, the present bill has been in
the Senate, with a favorable report from the Committee on
Finance, since the 11th day of July. I believe that every Sen-
ator upon the minority side of the Chamber, except those who
are on the sick list, has addressed the Senate at least onece,
some of them twice, and some of them many times, and some
have made the same speech several times. Every section of
the bill has been debated, and every objection that could be
urged has been presented and discussed. Hundreds of amend-
ments have been offered. Many days of discussion have been
given to some of them, and if there be any source of in-
formation as to the duty of taking the people and the industries
of this country out of the darkness of the Payne-Aldrich sys-
tem into what we propose as the light of a new system, then it
has not been suggested. It is difficult to imagine what it
might be, Some one upon the other side of the Chamber said
the other day that a new day is coming, and one of the
leaders of the Democracy responded that the new day had
already come. I want to correct both of them by saying
that the people have declared for the new day, and are now
patiently waiting, and have been waiting since the 4th of March
last, for the party who promised it to usher it in. If there ever
was a convert to and a believer in the doctrine—eall it new
freedom, progressivism, or what you may—that nothing should
stand between the representative and the people, and that noth-
ing ought to debar a majority of the voters of this country from
having anything they want, consistent with the natural and
constitutional rights of each individual, that convert is the
Democratic majority. Formerly this was the belief of a
majority ; now it is the living conviction and the expressed
party demand of the Democracy. We on this side believe that
each representative of the States and the people here should
cast each vote as if a majority of the people of his State were
present and the representative was casting the vote simply
because it is inconvenient for the people to cast it for them-
selves, But ever since this Government has been a government
it has been administered by political parties, and as long as it
shall be a government of the people that system will be a
necessity. Once destroy the right or the power of the people to
express themselves here through their political organizations
and the Government will soon become a prey to personal and
financial organizations, beside whose misgovernment the few
objections to political organizations will be quite trivial.

In every State in this Union governors, legislators, Congress-
men, and Senators are elected by political parties, and while
strife between political parties has often been upon issues which
were not real, still the essential fact remains that in some sort
of a way politieal parties get together and each nominates can-
didates for governor, for Congressman, for members of the legis-
latures, and for United States Senators, and they elect them
upon platforms or principles always enunciated before the
people pass upon the merits of the candidates or of the political
party. The primary-election system, the groundwork of election
reform, recognizes parties, Indeed, it is built upon the essential
truth that this Government will be run by political parties, and
that nominations require, therefore, all the safeguards of a
general election. We can not reform political partles by abol-
ishing them. Recognizing that party government has come to
stay, the people have demanded that primaries and other re-
forms shall regulate them. The Democrats of the Senate have
held an open. fair primary on this bill and have elected it. In
the last election there were three great political parties, which it
may be now said were, at the beginning of the campaign, in sight
of the Presidency and within reach of controlling the legislative
branch. These were the Democratic Party, its ancient enemy the
Republican Party, and the new Progressive Party, organized by
that extraordinary man, who, as member of the legislature, eivil-
service commissioner, police commissioner, Assistant Secretary of
the Navy, Vice President, and President of the United States, hag
measured swords with the great men of the earth, and who has
distinguished himself, in his private capacity as historian, scholar,
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editor, and naturalist. and crowned his achievements in 1012
by taking up the handicap of bolting the Chicago convention
and organizing, within the space of four months, a political
party which got more votes and carried more States than did
the Republican Party. Great as was this achievement, and
much as I am ready to concede of intellectual and personal foree
and political prowess to the eminent citizen who led it, I am
foreed to believe that less was due to his personal powers than
to his acuteness in striking at the psychological moment. It can
hardly be doubted now that the revenue bill now upon the
statute books—the Payne-Aldrich bill—was, at the time of the
assembling of the Republican convention in Chieago in 1912, the
most unpopular statute, barring the alien and sedition laws of
Adams's administration, that the people ever started in with
a firm determination to repeal. While it may be denied in cer-
taln gnarters now, still the sober judgment of the country felt
then ns it feels now, that this law was passed in violation of
the solemn promise of the Republican Party made in 1908 to
revise the tariff downward.

It must be admitted that the words of the Republican plat-
form in 1908 do not use the word “downward ™ in this connec-
tion, still the construction put upon the platform by the party
leaders, and especially by the candidate for the Presidency at
that time, made it clear enough that not only was a revision
upward not anticipated. but that a revision downward was
intended. During the debate upon the bill in 1909 the meaning
of the platform and its contemporaneous construction by the
leaders of the party was thoroughly ventilated, and anyone
who reads those debates is forced to the conclusion which I
have stated. It will serve no good purpose to go into the de-
tails of the manner in which the Payne-Aldrich Bill was passed
nor to analyze its schedules for the purpose of showing that
the indictments against the bill by what was then known as
the insurgents were justified. I do say that when the campaign
of 1012 opened no party which apologized for the law or which
did not promise to repeal it or correct what the people be-
lieved to be its inconsistencies, enormities, and wrongs had any
sort of chance fo be successful in that election, and when by
the fortunes of war or the manipulations of committees, not
for me to decide, it became a foregone conclusion that the
President who signed the Payne-Aldrich bill and who * swung
around the circle” and delivered a series of speeches in its
defense, would be the nominee of the Republican Party, it
ought to have been apparent to anyone who deserved the name
of politician or statesman that that party was doomed to de-
feat and, as I shall show later on, the platforms of every
other political party and the result of the vote in November
following demonstrated the correciness of this view. We may
differ upon details, we may differ upon the free list, the cost
of labor in certain productions at home and abroad, the de-
sirability of putting trust-made articles upon the free list,
and how to graduate the income tax, but if we shall try to
record in our action here the vote of the people of the United
States in 1912, I am forced to say, with the greatest respect for
anyone who may differ with me, that any bill which gives the
people sufficient revenue to run this Government, which sub-
stantially tries the experiment of reducing the high cost of
living by taking some of the taxes from the necessities of life,
and which recognizes the consuming public as a factor to be
consulied, is much preferred by the voters to the law now on
the statute books.

At the election there were cast the following votes for each
of the prominent candidates for the Presidency: For Wilson,
6,203,454 ; for Roosevelt, 4119,538; for Debs, J00,672; Chafin,
206.205; and for Taft, 3,484,980. In other words, the party
which stood for the Payne-Aldrich bill received about 23 per
cent of the vote cast, while the other three leading parties to-
gethier received approximately 76 per cent of the total vote. It
is somewhat remarkable that the platforms of 1912, enunciated
by the four leading parties in the country, should so soon be
forgotten. It is even more remarkable that the leading men
in public life should in discussions on this floor base an argu-
ment against this bill upon an alleged fact, which a very little
investigation would disclose was the old story of the wish and
the thought and thence to the belief and its acceptance.

The junior Senator from Wyoming, in a recent address to the
Senate, took the position that all the votes cast for Taft and for
Roosevelt in the election of 1912 were votes in favor of a protec-
tive tariff, and it was because of that position that I made the
calculations and looked up the story of the election returns
nlready given. However, it is far from our purpose to allow
the position of the Senator from Wyoming from any standpoint
to go unchallenged. The most casual reading of the Progressive
platform will show that every intelligent vote cast for Roose-

velt was a specific rebuke to the Payne-Aldrich bill. I have
found in that document the following strong langunage:

We condemn the Payne-Aldrich bill as unjust to the people. The
Republican organization Is In the hands of those whé haye hroken, and
‘1!':318?3: again be trusted to keep, the promise of necessary downward

There can be no mistaken view abort the meaning of this
language. I call attention especially to the charge that the
Republican Party has broken faith with the people and that it
can not be trusted to keep the faith, and that the Republican
organization was not competent to revise the tariff downward.
I leave it fo a candid public to reconcile the vigorous English
just quoted with the claim of the Senator from Wyoming.

Again quoting from the first, last, and only declaration of the
Progressive Party: :

We demand tariff revision because the present tariff is un{ust to the
people of the United States. Falr dealing toward the people regulma

n immediate downward revision of those schedules wherein the dutles
are shown to be unjust and excessive.

Agsuredly if any voter would vote for that clause in the Pro-
gressive platform, he would be amazed if told that he did so
in order to indorse the Republican program on the tariff. But
I quote again from the same platform:

I’rimarily the benefit of any tariff should be disclosed in the pay
envelope of the laborer.

Having denounced the present law as unjust to the people,
and having declared that the Republican organization was in
the hands of those who had broken faith with the people and
could not be trusted to keep the promise of necessary downward
revision, it is a most modest claim to insist that the clause just
quoted meant to express the convietion of the Progressive Party
that the then lean pay envelope of the laborer was evidence of
the broken faith of those who cry “ protection to labor " into the
ears of everyone who makes an effort to put business upon a
competitive basis by reforming a condemned revenue system. If
certainly requires no excessive gtrain upon eredulity to construe
the Progressive Party’'s demand for “an immediate downward
revision,” its gentle reminder that the Republican organization
could not be trusted to keep a promise, and its sarcastic gen-
erality about the pay envelope, when faken together, as an
indictment against that kind of protection then in the public
mind, the result of the past performances of the Republican
Party. But let us quote again from the same document:

We declare that no Industry deserves protection which is unfair to
labor or which is operating in violation o? Federal law.

Can anyone make good the claim that these declarations are
in accord with the Republican position upon this floor, demand-
ing protection whether or not it is enjoyed by trusts that con-
trol the greater part of the product, many of which have been
convicted of violating the Sherman antitrust law? Is there a
clause in the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill which holds out to labor
any hope that it will get any part of the increased cost of an
article due to the protective tariff in any other way than
through demands of its organization or the law of supply and
demand in labor?

In view of the fact that at the time the clause which T have
just read was written the Republican Party had been in con-
trol of the Government for over 15 years and strikes were prev-
alent in many of the great textile industries, as well as in many
other industries whose products were supposed to have been
protected for labor’'s benefit by the Payne-Aldrich bill, what
could have been in the mind of the party which announced this
plank except the Republican Party, its platform, its policies, and
the then very apparent failure of labor to get its share of the high
tariff through the pay envelope? But there is another plank
in that platform equally as conclusive upon the point which I
am trying to make. In view of the absence of much considera-
tion for the consumer upon the part of a section of the mi-
nority now claiming sympathy with the Progressive platform,
the clause which I am about to quote is interesting. It reads as
follows :
pu;‘lviec believe that the presumption is always in favor of the consuming

That sounds more like a message of President Wilson or the
report of the present Finance Committee than even acquiescence
in, much less indorsement of, the Republican position upon the
tariff. It may be set down that whenever the consumer
is mentioned in a platform it is not the Republican plat-
form. - Whenever the consuming public is to be a factor in
framing a revenue bill it is a safe guess that the Republican
Party is not in a majority in Congress. That this peculiar lan-

guage was used at that particular time is a mountain of evi-
dence that the leaders of the party who framed that platform
were getting far away from the old stand-pat Republican idea
of the tariff. They were anxious that the voters should under-
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stand that the new Progressive Party did not propose that the
Democeratic Party should have a monopoly upon the idea that the
consuming public, the largest part, indeed all, of the population,
should have not only consideration but favor, if any should be
distributed, in framing the tariff. It is now a part of the history
of this debate upon the pending bill that the Democratic mem-
bers of the Finance Committee have shown that it is the pur-
pose of our party to give the presumption always in favor of
the consuming publie, and in doing so they have followed not
only a time-honored principle of the Demoecratic Party, but the
exact rules laid down by the Progressive Party for reform-
ing the tariff. If is true that the platform of the Progressive
Party favored a tariff commission to report to the President
and to Congress. But, consistent with its other declarations
which I have quoted, it made the following qualification :

The work of the commission should not prevent the immediate adop-
tion of acts reducing those schedules generally recognized as excessive.

So careful were the framers of the Progressive Party plat-
form to acquiesce in the demand for immediate revision that
it made it a part of its covenant that its demand for a tariff
board should not be used as an excuse to prevent the immediate

. downward revision of the tariff.

Therefore I say that the Democratic Party is amazed to hear
it claimed upon this floor that a vote for Roosevelt in 1912 was
a vote for a protective tariff, as understood and announced by
the Republican members. The exaet contrary is the ecase, as
the quotations which I have made from the platform verify.

But the hopelessness of the Republican position on the tariff,
in any issue before the masses, is apparent from another factor
in the recent election returns.

There were 900,672 votes cast in the election of 1912 for the
Socialist candidate for President. Let us see whether or not,

- by any fair construction of the language of the Socialist plat-

form, these votes were cast in favor of the Payne-Aldrich tariff
bill or the protection system which the framers of that bill are
advocating at this time. In the Socialist platform, under the
head of * Political demands,” clause 3, we find the following:

The gradual reduction of all tariff doties, particularly those on the
necessit%es of life, the Government to guarantee the reemployment of
wage ecarners who may be disemployed by reason of the tariff schedule,

Comment is hardly necessary. I could leave that langnage to
speak for itself. It demands a reduction of all tariff duties,
not some, but lays particular stress upon those duties levied
on the necessities of life. There is just as much reason for
claiming that the 900,672 votes cast for Debs should be counted
in favor of a protective tariff as understood by the Republican
Party as to make such a claim for the vote cast for Roosevelt.

It is useless to gnote here from the Democratic platform,
but with the permission of the Senate I will insert the Demo-
eratic tariff plank of 1912 as a part of my remarks:

We, the representatives of the Demoeratic Party of the United States,
In national convention assembled, reafirm our devotion to the prin-
ciples of democratic government formulated by Thomas Jefferson and
enforced by a lnnf and illustrious line of Democratic Presidents. We
declare it to be the fundamental principle of the Democratic Party
that the Federal Government under the Constitution has no ht or
power to impose or collect tariff dutles except for the purpose o
nuoe, and we demand that the collection of such taxes shall be limited
to the necessities of government h tly and leally adminis-
tered. The high Republican tariff is the principal cause for the un-
equal distribution of wealth; It Is a system of taxation which makes
the rich richer and the poor poorer; under its operations the American
farmer and laboring man are the chlef sufferers; it raises the cost of
the necessaries of life to them but does not protect thelr product or
wages. The tarmer sells largely in free markets and buys almost
entirely in proteeted markets. In the most highly protected Industries,
such as cotton and wool, steel and iron, the wages of the laborers are
the lowest pald in.any of our Industries. We denounce the Repub-
lican pretease on that subject and assert that American wages are
established by competitive conditions and ‘not by the tariff.

We favor the immediate downward revision of the existing high and
in many cases prohibitive tarif duties, insisting that material reduc-
tlons be speedily made npon the necessaries of life. Articles entering
into competition with trust-controlled produets and articles of Amer-
ican manufacture which are sold abroad more cheaply than at home
sghould be put upon the free list.

We recognize that our system of tariff taxation iz Intimately con-
nected with the business of the country and we favor the ultimate
attainment of the principles we advocate by legislation that will not
injure or destroy legitimate lndustrf.

We denounce the action of President Taft in vetoing the bills to
reduce the tariff in the cotton, woolen, metal, and chemical schedules
and the farmers” free-list bill, all of which were designed to give im-
mediate relief to the masses from the control of the trusts.

The Repnblican Party, while promising tariff revision, has shown b,y
its tarif leglslation that such revision ls not to be In the people’s
interest, and, hnvlng been faithless to its pledges of 1908, it should
not longer en_]oy the confidence of the Nation. We appeal to the
An]lerlr:sn people to support us in our demand for a tar
only.

It ean thus be seen that the Demoeratic Party, the Progres-
sive Party, and the Socialist Party, which together cast over
75 per cent of the total vote of 1912, made a direct attack upon
the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill. If it is to be said that the So-
cialist plank was a flank movement instead of a front charge,

for revenue

it is all sufficient to fall back upon the vote of the Democratic
and Progressive parties, which together gave over 10,800,000
votes. The Democratic Party did not condemn the law upon
the statute books in any more vigorous language than did the
Progressive Party. The latter condemned it, in terms, as “ un-
just to the people™ and demanded a tariff revision because of
its “injustice to the people.” Anyone who votes against the
present bill can make his own reckoning with the voters as we
who intend to vote for it must do; but if the Progressive Party
were in the majority and making this bill and should present
one on the lines suggested by the amendments which have been
offered by the Members of the Progressive Party, or by those
who call themselves Progressive Republicans, or by those, if
any such there be, who have not yet made permanent political
alliances and could be happy with either the Republican Party
or the Progressive Party, “ were t'other dear eharmer away,”
I would frankly say that I would prefer any such bill to the
Payne-Aldrich tariff and would readily vote for it rather than
go back to my people and say I had missed an opportunity
to substitute for the present condemned law a bill which
more nearly meets the demands of the platform of the political
party to which I belong. The day may be put off, but some time
in the near future every Senator upon this floor must settle
with his own constituents whether or not the bill offered by
the Democratic Party is better than the Payne-Aldrich bill,
and must make up his mind to go back to his people and explain
why he voted to leave upon the statute books a bill condemned
E)ty ovell- 75 per cent of the voters. And what a condemnation
was

It seems to me that Merey must have stood by Justice as the
roll of the States was called in that election, and remember-
ing Lincoln, Grant, Garfield, and Blaine, the great Dolliver, and
the other eminent men and achievements of the Republican
Party must have fairly shuddered when she realized that the
roll call had proceeded down to the letter “T " without a single
score standing to the credit of that party. She comprehended
that there were few from which to select and that something
must be done quickly to prevent the Republican Party from
drawing a blank in the presidential election. There was but one
State under the letter “ U.” In the “ V’s” there were Virginia
and Vermont, but Virginia, the mother of Presidents and the
birthplace of Wilson, was not to be considered. In the “W's”
there were Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyo-
ming. Washington was guarded by her alert junior Senator:
West Virginia had been shaken too deeply by the new freedom
to hold out hope; and Wisconsin's senior Senator had done his
work too well for that State to fail to draw the broad distine-
tion between true reform and the succotash of Rooseveltism or
revert to standpattism; Wyoming, while accounted as a stand-
patter, had suffered and had felt the throb of the progressive
movement from Sundance to Bitter Creek, and even her distin-
guished leaders on this floor who still cling to the old name and
* plotted at Mentone " with their Bourbon brethren against the
new Napoleon could not hold out even a hope to the willing god-
dess. There wereno “X's.” no“ Y's,” no“Z’s.” Therefore Mercy
had a small list from which to choose and little time to make
the choice. Justice was proceeding with the roll call, for she
cared nothing for memories, names, or consequences. For the
gentle Merey it was then or never. She grabbed from the re-
mainder of the list all that was possible. From the letter “ U "
she took the one State of Utah, from the * V's” ghe choose Ver-
mont, and these two, which together had eight votes, were
“snatched from the burning” as the seed corn of the reaction-
aries. Upon the granite green hills of the one and beside the
dead sea waters of the other she planted the tattered flag of
those who deliberately chose to stand with thelr faces toward
Nebuchadnezzar and the Ptolemies for political inspiration. The
followers of those two tiny. far-npart flags, like the monarchists
of France, with their faces to the setting sun, still argue against
the progress which engulfed them, and they now contend, backed
only by eight little votes, that the Democratic Party is not com-
missioned by the people to revise the tariff downward because if
did not receive a majority at the last eleetion and Mr. Wilson
was elected by a mere plurality.

That fact may be conceded without lessening the signifi-
cance of the result from the standpoint of either reason or
history. The faet is that the present law and those responsi-
ble for Its passage were politically overwhelmed., The re-
sult shows that had the question been put, “ Shall the Payne-
Aldrich law remain permanently as a part of the statute Iaw
of the country?" the result would have been such a negative as
probably to have swept even Utah and Vermont to the side of
progress. When the voters went to the polls in 1912 they knew
that a plurality was sufficient to carry any State, and they

thoroughly understood that the election of Mr. Wilson meant
that his party would revise the tariff downward and would
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restore a revenue tariff and destroy the one formed for the
purpose of protecting certain interests. The result in every
State carried by Mr. Wilson by a plurality bas the same sig-
nificance to him and his party as if it had been carried by a
clear majority over all. Governors, Congressmen, and members
of the State legislatures are elected in the same way; and this
is the first time that it has ever been argued that a party must be
false to its platform pledges because it did not carry every
Stats necessary to constitute a majority in the electoral college
by a clear majority. It was part of the compact made with the
people in 1912 that if the Democratic Party should win by either
a majority or a plurality then it would do exactly as it is
doing now—revise the tariff downward in good faith so as to
put business upon a competitive basis and make a tariff that is
justified under the Constitution.

But Mr. Wilson is not the first President who has been elecied
by a plurality. Polk in 1844 lacked 14,125 votes of a majority.
Taylor in 1848 was ghort 150,000 votes of a majority. Lincoln in
1860 received about 900,000 votes less than a majority. Hayes
in 1876 was not elected at all, but occupied the presidential chair
four years against an admitted clear majority of the popular vote
for Tilden of nearly 200,000; Garfield in 1880 had over 300,000
votes less than a majority; Cleveland in 1884 was 200,000 votes
short of a majority: Harrlson in 1888 received 98,017 votes
less than Cleveland and was short of a majority of the whole
vote by nearly 500,000; and Cleveland in 1892 lacked 945,515
votes of a majority of the votes cast.

I know that the party which now stands third on the list
of political parties in the United States meets these lessons
of history by the claim that in States like West Virginia
and Nebraska, for instance, the electors for President were
elected by only a plurality in 1912, and that for this reason Mr.
Wilson's election can not be compared to the instances cited.
But they forget that Cleveland in 1884 carried New York by a
plurality of only 1,149, and that Lincoln’s election in 1860 was
due to the candidacies of Douglas and Breckinridge, which
divided the opposition strength,

They forget that in the election of 1860 California gave Lin-
coln a plurality of less than 700 over Douglas, when there were
over 40,000 votes cast for other candidates. Georgia cast its
vote for Breckinridge by only a plurality. Kentucky was car-
ried by Bell by a plurality; Louisiana voted for Breckinridge
Dby only a small plurality; Maryland for Breckinridge by less
than 1,000 plurality ; Missouri for Breckinridge by less than 500
plurality. Oregon was earried by Lincoln by a plurality of a little
more than 1,300, and there were 3,000 votes cast for the other
eandidates. Tennessee went for Bell by a plurality of less than
5,000 over Breckinridge, and there were 11,350 votes cast for
Douglas. Virginia gave Bell about 300 over Breckinridge, and
there yere 8,000 votes cast for the other candidates.

In the election of 1876 Indiana was carried by Hayes by
5,500 plurality and there were 9,533 votes cast for Cooper.

In the election of 1850 Hancock carried California by a plu-
rality of less than 100 with nearly 4,000 votes cast for the other
candidates. Qarfield carried Indiana by less than 7,000 plurality
with nearly 13,000 votes cast for Weaver. In that election New
Jersqy was earried by Hancock by a plurality of 2,000 with over
2,800 votes cast for the other candidates.

In 1884 Cleveland carried Connecticut by a very small plu-
rality. e carried Indiana by a plurality of over 6,000, with
11,000 votes cast for the other candidates. Massachusetts was
carried that year by Blaine by a plurality of 24,000 when there
were over 34,000 votes cast for the other candidates. Blaine car-
ried Michigan that year by a plurality of 43,000, when there
were over 60,000 votes cast for the third candidate. Cleveland
carried New Jersey that year by a little over 4,000 plurality,
when there were over 9,000 votes cast for the third candidate.

The broad claim that Mr, Wilson is a plurality President is
admitted, but history shows that among the list of Presidents
mentioned above others stand In the same category, and Mr.
Wilson is therefore in law, in morals, and by precedent as
clearly commanded to carry out the platform pledges of his
party as were Polk, Taylor, Buchanan, Lincoln, Hayes, Garfield,
or Cleveland. But at the election of 1912 Mr. Wilson got a
plurality of over 2,100,000 and received 435 electoral votes to 88
for Roosevelt and 8 for Taft. Nothing in our history compares
with this net result save and except the second election of Jeffer-
son, in 1804, and the two elections of Monroe, in 1816 and 1820,
But when it is noted that the combined vote for Taft and Roose-
velt in 1912 did not equal the vote for Taft in 1908 by about
70,000 nor the Roosevelt vote in 1804 by about 20,000, all
grounds for Republican consolation are wiped away.

But this bill contains an income-tax provision which taxes in-
comes by graded scales, commencing at incomes of $3,000 and
increasing the rate as the income is larger. The Democratic,
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the Progressive, the Soclalist, and the Prohibition Parties
are commitied to an income tax by their platforms. These
parties together received 11,519,839 votes in 1912, or over 70
per cent of the total vote cast. The Republican Party alone
omitted to mention the income tax in its platform. Its history
cominits it to the high protective-tariff theory. The Morrill, the
MecKinley, the Dingley, and the Payne-Aldrich Tariff Acts would
drown the voice of any Republican and contradict any plank
in the party’'s platform which would hint at the possibility of
the immense incomes of the counfry supplying the place of a
tariff tax taken from the food and clothing of the people. We
congratulate it in its consistency in standing by the protective-
tariff act, which is its own handiwork, and in refusing to in-
dorse or even mention the income tax, demanded by over 76 per
cent of the voters.

We expect the Republican Party to vote against this bill.
There is no reason why a party which passed the existing
revenue law, which indorsed it at the last election, and which
failed to take any notice of the strong sentiment favoring an
income tax should support our bill. But we do insist that those
who vote against it upon the alleged ground that the free list
is too extensive, and that the protected interests of the country
can not stand the reductions made, take the risk of sorely dis-
appointing over three-fourths of the American voters, who will
demand more than a mere excuse for putting the graft of an
unreasonable tax above the forward step of an income tax. The
Democrats are willing to take all the honor of inaugurating an
income tax. If those representing the other parties which have
indorsed this reform are content to spend the rest of their lives
in explaining why their names and their party's standards shall
not be mentioned in history among the supporters of the first
income-tax law, which no court can set aside, then we are con-
tent. If it be the wish of the minority in the Senate that there
shall be added to our cup, now overflowing with the confidence
of the people, the unexpected glory of not being compelled to
share the honors of passing an income tax, then indeed wo are
blessed even beyond our deserts.

We are also criticized here because we as a party have been
long considering the tariff and have given many weeks of close
consideration to the bill now pending in a conference or caucus,
whichever it may please our opponents to call it. The usual
arguments against caueus government do not dpply to the pres-
ent situation. That argument can not be potential in a situa-
tion like that which confronts the Democratic Party now, until
there be some way devised by which political pledges can be
made in the concrete or until on every vote each Representative

| in Congress can be held directly responsible to the details of

the popular will as expressed at the next preceding election.
A majority of the Senators on this side of the Chamber were
elected prior to the election of 1912, and while every member of
the Democratic Party feels bound by the platform pledges of
that year, still the very nature of the subject would leave some
foom for honest minds to differ upon the details of the various
schedules of any bill that might be proposed. That the party
is pledged to revise the tariff downward no one disputes. That
we adhere to the doctrine of a revenue tariff no one worthy of
the name Democrat would deny. That the history of the Balti-
more convention and the campaign which followed commits
every Democratic Senator and Representative to fight to sub-
stitute something better for the Payne-Aldrich bill is so plain
that it occurs to anyone as self-evident that had the contrary
been threatened by anyone during the eampaign he would have
been hissed from the platform and denounced by the party.
Every one thoroughly understands that the Napoleonic tactics
of dividing the stronger enemy is the only possible plan by
which the Democratic program can be thwarted. With a clear
majority of six in this body, the people of this country ex-
pected the Democratic Party to confer together and agree upon
a Dbill which would substantially ecarry out the Democratic
program, and then stand by the bill as interpreted by the com-
bined judgment of the party as represented here. XNo one, two,
or three sections of the country as represented in the Demo-
cratic Party in Congress could pass a tariff bill. It requires
the united strength of the whole party to do so, and there is
no way to get the united strength of the party except through
and by a conference or caucus. :
Our promises made at Baltimore were made by delezates rep-
resenting every State in the Unisn. That convention did not
differ from a conference or caucus except in size. It was in a
sense au open caucus. Having made the pledges in a convention,
there is no reason why they should not be interpreted in a
similar convention of those charged with the duty of earrying
out those pledges. Whether the Democratic meetings here be
called conventions, conferences, or caucuses, the purpose of them
is to interpret the Democratic platform and convert that inter-
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pretation into law, and that this course would be pursued was
the understanding of almost every voter who cast his ballot for
Mr. Wilson. I often heard it charged during the campaign by
those who suppesed that the high protective theory still lived
that individual and local interests would be subordinated to the
‘action of the Democratic Party in cauncus—a charge which I
never denied. In the campaign the tariff was made a party is-
sue, and it is teo late for us to consider whether that was wise
or expedient. The tariff was then and is now a party issue, and
if there be a Democratic Party it must have a bill that stands
for the *party. In other words, it must be a party bill. We
would have been subjected to ridicule and charged with bad
faith had we not organized the Democratic Party here in the
Senate, and, after composing any differences in detail, presented
to the Senate a measure which is the party's interpretation of
the platform upon which we staked our principal fight. This is
the only practieal course by which we can redeam the pledges
made by the party and to be kept by the party. We shall there-
fore not be frightened by the continual referenee on this floor to
the fact that this bil was agreed upon in cauncus. For every
Demoeratic Member to meet in eaucus to redeem the party pledges,
and for each to decline to interpose any excuse te relieve him from
the promises made by his party to his people, is a long step in the
direction of progress and is a most wholesome sign that the peo-
pie have a pretty good hold upon their Government. The most
that can be =aid of the caucus charge is that every member of
the Democratic Party in this Senate is not only willing but
anxious to adopt a practieal course by which the doctrine of re-
sponsibility to the people shall be a fixed principle of representa-
tive government. To let the people understand that 4here is a
way by which the majority party can make good its platform
pledges will outweigh any supposed unpopularity of the word
“enpens.” The people will readily distinguish between a caucus
gotten up to dodge a promise and one whose purpose is to keep
a promise. After all, the bill must speak for itself. If this
bill does not square with our party pledges, it ean be easily
shown, and we are ready to take the responsibility.

The Democratic Party may now well profit by those instances
in history when the dominant party failed to hold a party caucus
in order to thrash out any differences as to detail. The Wilson-
Gorman bill was passed in the Senate without any Demoecratic
agreement. The Republicans get busy and emasenlated it, and
the 16 years of our party’s wandering in the wilderness ought to
impress upon us the lesson that such a precedent is not a safe
one to follow. The Payne-Aldrich bill was passed without a
party caucus by the majority party. As to whether or not
the precedent has anything to invite us I will point to the
empty seats upon the other side, to the 23 per cent of the total
vote cast for Taft, to the eight votes for him in the electoral
college, to the political complexion of the House of Representa-
tives now and at the last session, and te the politics of the man
in the White House. If the Democratic Party should be tempted
to adopt the Republican plan of passing a tariff bill, I beg of
them to take a look at that party now and be thoroughly recon-
ciled to the plan which we have adopted at this session.

The attempt to hold up the President as a dictator in this
legislation will neither frighten us nor will it find any lodgment
except among those who want his administration to represent
the last effort of the people to free themselves from a sys-
tem of unequal taxation, which in the supreme test of 1912
was wanted by only 23 per cent of the vaters of the ecountry.
What has the President done? He has delivered one message
to Congress upon the tariff. It seems that that message has
inspired terror in the minds of those who had capitalized for
all future time, as they supposed, the right to tax the consumer,
and that the defenders of the old system have imagined that
the President, who wants to cancel a mortgage upon the brains,
muscle, genius, and opportunity of the country, has been guilty
of the same things which were necessary te be done in order
to create the mortgage. They must not deceive themselves
that in order to get rid of the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill it has
been necessary to do those things by means of some of which
that bill was passed. It is not surprising that the great trusts
of the country should become nervous after reading the election
returns. When the country saw a President of the people
promptly eall Congress together to earry out the mandate of
the election, and read the patriotic, clear message which called
upon the representatives of the people to keep the faith, of
course there was alarm among those who lived in the tariff
blockhouses and, in the language of the senior Senator from
Mississippi, “ walked upon stilts.”

The message of the President was not an appeal to prejudice,
nor to selfishness. It was a pairiotic call to righteousness in
government, te strict accountability, and a high standard of
responsibility in our representative system, It breathed the

honesty of Cromwell and the stubborn conrage of Jackson. No
one could hear it or read it without a deep conviction that the
President proposed, so far as in him lay, that government
should be a most serious business, and that platforms looked
to him after the election exactly as they did before. Does it
seem strange to any school of polities in this country that we
have a President who takes seriously the stump speakers and
the leaders who during the campaign pledged the party's faith
that if successful its President would see to it that the pledges
of the platform would be sacredly fulfilled? That was the war-
cry which nominated Mr. Wilson, which iuspired the party dur-
ing the election, and which was repeated upon every platform ;
and there is everything in the President’s publie life and ad-
dresses to carry home the conviction that he is the man who
would do that very thing.

But he has not tried to influence Congress improperly. No
one will dare to make such a charge. Let us be fair and per-
fectly frank with each other in discussing this matter. Jeffer-
son, Jackson, Lincoln, Grant, Cleveland, McKinley, Roosevelt,
Taft, and other Presidents kept in close touch with legislation
and were freely consulted by party leaders in Congress, and
they advised for or against legislation. Former Presidents have
sent many special messages to Congress while legislation was
pending. President Wilson has sent but one upon the tariff. The
consternation which this message has stirred up is its highest
compliment. Alsop’s fable isin point. The fox nagged the lioness
because the latter gave birth to but one offspring, whereas the
fox gave birth to many. The answer of the lioness was, “ Unum
sed leonem,” a liberal translation of which is “I give birth to
but one, but it is a Hon.” President Wilson has given Congress
but one message on the tariff, but it is a message. It jusily
excites those who thonght that he might not have been in earnest.
It 4s not a new thing for a President of the United States to
have decided views upon public guestions nor to express those
views both publicly and privately. No one can point to an un-
constitutional act of the President.

The only difference between the situation now and that which
confronted some Congresses which have heretofore assembled
is that the present President is known to be a man of learning
who has devoted the best part of his life to the study ef political
economy, the history of his country, and the genius of its insti-
tutions. It is further known that he is a man of foree, who is
willing to take responsibility, and his adviee and counsel wonld
probably be more potent with an intelligent Congress, as it
assuredly has been with the people, than were the adviece and
counsel -of some Presidents who have preceded him. Certainly
no one will blame him for taking the position that he will not,
in the face of the promise to revise the tariff downward, sign
a bill which does the reverse and then proclaim it as the best
bill ever passed by Congress. Assuredly he can not be blamed
for asking the Demoecratic Party to be tfrue to itself and honest
with the people. Whatever promises have been made by the
party he is responsible for, just as much as is the Congress. It
is mot alone the party's promise; it is the pledge of every
legislative and executive candidate elected. Is there anything
strange that the joint obligor to the people of the United States
shall ask and insist that his coobligor shall not defanlt? And
are we, the coobligor, to be amazed that our partner in the con-
tract with the people asks us not to repudiate our obligation?
I deny that the President has forced or attempted to force any-
thing upon this Congress or has attempted te hamper any
Senator or Representative in the discharge of his duties. He
has nsed no power upon Congress except the moral force of an
earnest man impressed with his responsibility. The people of
the country understand the difference between a boss and a
leader. This does mot consist alone in difference in methods.
They differ in methods and their sources of power and in their
differentiation ef self-imposed limitations upon the use of power.
Neither politics nor statesmanship is more of an exact science
than is personality or human nature. After all, the people
alone are the judges of official conduet, and upon their judgment
will depend the solution of the guestion whether or not a
President is a boss or a leader, The boss and the leader are as
ald as civilization. The boss acquires power in any way pos-
sible and uses it for time-serving purposes, whethet such pur-
poses be patriotic or not. The leader acguires power by moral
force and by appeals to reason and te patriotism. He uses that
power for the public good as pledged and constrned by the
party or movement which votes for him.

While the President is the natural and elected leader of the
Democratic Party in the great movement in which the party is
now engaged, there has been no attempt by him to set aside the
other leaders of the party nor to minimize the rights or prestige
of those leaders. This Senate has followed the leadership of its
Finance Committee, and that committee has faken the advice,
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after full opportunity to be heard, of every member of the Demo-
cratic Party, and upon that party rests the respensibllity of
government at the present time., The President is not diétating
to the Finance Committee nor to the Democratic Members of
the Sennte. e hns tnken an interest in the legislation which,
when completed, will repregent a covenant performed or broken,
What we promised, President Wildon promised. What we do, he
mugt approve before it becomes a law, and he must execute it
afterwards, He would therefore fall very shiort of his responsi-
bilitles If he falled to tnke Lis place among the leaders of the
Democratic Party in both the House and Senate and help the
party to steer its ship—Iif I may use the same figure as that of
the Senator from Iowa—not only past the Scylla of high protec-
tion, but past the Charybdis of agnosticism, panie, fear, nncer-
tainty, and indecision upon the other side. We have no fears thnt
thie people will be deceived by the situation here. The Inst effort
at taril reform In this country brouglit forth the statement from
the great Dolliver that the year in shich that effort was mnde,
to wit, the year 1909, would be made hisiorieal as the year
which there was a revision of the tariff downward, and the dis-
covery of the North Pole by Dr. Cook. The President naturally
uses every legitimate argonment and Influence {o the end that
some new Bull Meose Dallliver mny uot hnve grounds to assert
humorously and sarcastically that the year 1018 occupied a
greater page in higtory ns the one in which the Democrntic
Party revised the tariff downward and Dir. Friedman gave to
America a genuine tuberculosis cure, or in which Huerta re-
stored reprosenintive government in Mexico. The President
enn not lelp i, Iif his party's promises shonld involve erroneous
principles, Lut he objects that it should be unfaithful or
ridiculons.

The Republican Party in 1809 needed what the Democratle
Party hans now—a lender who kuows the people and who hias no
strings upon his pledges to gerve them; who is impressed with
tlicir earnestness and in symputhy with their needs; who Is
gure enough of himself and lLis party to be human and practieal
in framing constructive legisintion ; who does not fenr to work in
a proper nnd legitimate way with the other lenders of the party
in framing measures demanded in order to carry out the
golemn compaet made with the people by all of the legislative
and executive nominees of the party. The whole party is now
practienlly nuited upon a program of principles, but two of our
number feellng constrained to dissent from our Interpretation
of the party's pledges.

Our friends on the other side profess to feel sure thal we are
mistnken and that our bill will bring disaster. They prophesied
thiat even the thrent to pags the bill would cause o panic.  This
last prediction wight have come true if the country had not been
fortunate enough to have an administration that took a differ-
ent view of the duty of executive officers from that possibly
supposed by some who made these predictlons. There have been
times when the ganiblers in stocks and currency hnd only to
shiow signs of n drunken pain In order to bring the Secretary of
the Treasury to New York with the Government's milllons, By
depogiting twenty-five to fifty millions in a very few banks the
patient would sit up nnd toke nourishment. Very soon he could
move about sufficiently te annox n few more banks and trust
companies and to absorb one or two dangorous Industrial rivals,
and then the patient wounld be discharged ns restored, and the
country woulid be ssked to thunk the patient without a word for
the people's money that finnneed fhe cure and pnid for the prop-
erty that changed hands. It then pald to become finnnelally 11l
in upper finanelal cireles. The people now have a mnch firmer
grip upon their Government., Financial pains now Deckon the
Treasury doclor to the people, not to Wall 8treet. The credits
of the Natlon, its ever-nbundant cash, and its unparalleled in-
finence are now nssets of the Nation to rolleve legitimate busi-
nezz in the small eities and towns which enn not keep in toueh
with the stock ticker, nnd which do not feel Hke paying the pen-
alty for mistakes in Ligh finance and are not ealled npon to
pay the high cest of artificial depression. The new freedom is
in truth nnd in fact the posgession of all the people, and thelr
Government jg n Hving example of It

Whnt has been done to free the executive department from
private control and to make it a serviceable ngeney, under the
law, for the publle good we offer ns a guaranty thnt the law
which we propose will free business and will standnrdize the in-
dustries of (he couutry npon the cuergies and genius of the
people.  Business ought to know by (s thme that it can not

linve a permanent status upon a high protective tarilf basis,
For the same reason that the people of a city will agitate
agnlnst n well-recognized graft or specinl privilege to a few,
the people of this country will never submit to a reventle gystem
which I8 a fax in pame but which gives the Government the
smallest purt of the tax and private lnterests the largest share,

Til the: publie conscience becomes seared and our citlzenship
ready to decelve iteelf with the mere name of public purpose as
the justifieation for a tax upon eonsmnption a high protective
tarlll must face attack ot every election. There can be no in=
dustrial peace. no business stabillty till our tarlll laws are
framed upon the prinéiple that any taviff tox is a burden upon
all the consumers and must be justified npon the sime renson
as Is any other tax. When our tariff policy shall become fixed
and settled so that business ean plan a Jong tine ahead it will
not be upon a high protective basis.

The opposition to this bill practieally admits that it lias not
sufiicilent votes in the Sennte to amend the bill nud can not
defeat it upon the final vote. We feel sure thnt they are cor-
rect in this opinion, and they are therefore responsible to the
country for any further delays in the passage of the bLill,

If business shall be held up, then the Demoeratic Party enn
very properly say that it lins prepared a revenne measure, 18
reqdy to pass I, has the vates to pass if, and would pass it at
once but for fhe fact that the couniry has not yet taken the
progressive step which will foree the Senate of the United Stiutes
to so modify Its rules as to bring debate in the Senate to tin
end nt some time. My only consolation for this delay is thnt
it will impress the conntry with the importanece of forcing the
Senate to amend its old, tiresome rules so that a majority can
transact business,

We thoroughly understand that there sre Members of this
body who will feel a little nervous in gaying to the country that
they prefer the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill to the present one, We
know that their discomfiture will not be relieved by the contem-
plation that the pending bill earries an income-tax provision,
which guarantees to Hit from the burdens of the people a large
part of tnxation and put that burden where It properly belongs
If they want to vote to retain the present law and against an
income tax, they can do so, but they may well remember the
votes by which the one was condemned and the other approved.

The Democratic Party is rendy and willing to go to the conn-
try upon the proposition that its theory of the tariff is right and
that the Republican theory is wrong. It Is also ready and will-
ing to have the country decide whether or not its income-tax
measure is gound. It Is likewise anxious that the Senate of
the United States may go upon record to pass or defent the
measure., The couniry understands that the party that sup-
ports a high protective tarlff, ns announced by the Payne-
Aldrieh bill, has gained its lnst victory in many years. 1f the
Democratic Party has any serious opposition In the near foture,
it will come from the Progressive Party or from some party
with more moderate views than the Republican Party upon the
tariff question. The Rapublican Party can not be hirought to life
again by protracting the debate upon this bill, The new I'ro-
gressive Party Is presging forward for a henring. It has burned
its bridges belind aund has its bayonets fixed for the charge,
and the reactionarios can not drive it back to the rule of the
few. It will not permit the Republicans to furnish the com-
mitteemen while the Progressives provide the votes. The De-
mocracy understands that its cnmpaign of education has been
thorough and that a Progressive is only an overeduented Demo-
erat, long on leadership nnd short on the Constitution, but nev-
ertheless its chief antagonist is no longer the Republican Party.

Confident that this bill represents an effort made in good
falth to redeem its pledges to the people; that it is on the right
track: that it will bring relief; that it will help the consumer;
that it will not injure legitimate business; that it will egualize
tax burdens: that it will give opportunity to thos2 now brow-
beaten and beld down by combinations that have monopolized
most of the resources of the country and the avennes of distri-
bution in most of the wnlks of life, the Democratic Party awuits
the issue here with compoesure and welcomes an appeal to the
conntry with confidence.

Mr. WARREN obtained the floor.

Mr. WILLIAMB., Mr, President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senafor from Wyo-
ming yield to the Senntor from Mississippl?

Mr. WARREN. I do.

Mr. WILLIAMS., On 8aturday, by inndvertence. T neglected
to offer an amendinent which I offer now, In line G, on pnge
171, I move to strike ont the period and insert o commnn and to
add the langunge which I send {o the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary
amendment.

The SECRETARY.
“ thereof,” insert:

Fgwm when such compensation is paid Ly the Unlted Slates Govern«

will state the

On page 171, line 6, after the word

Mr, WILLIAMS. I will explain to {he Senate that it has
been o mooted point for a long time as to wlether a United
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States Senantor is o United Btates officer or a State officer, and
L it was thonglht by some that if the exemption of State officers
remained in the LI without this qualification all Senators'
sularies might escape taxation under the income tax.

Mr. WARREN. Does the Senator wish a vote on the amend-
mwent now or to let it lie over?

Mr. WILLTAMS. I wish it passed now.

Mr. WARREN. Very well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
the amendment.

The nmwendment was agreed to.

Mr., WARREN, Mr. I'resident, it would be an ungenerous
foe Indeed who could not congratulate his adversary on his win-
ning. I believe I can say that the thoroughbreds of all parties,
whatever their name, will respond to the ery, “To the vietors
belong the spolls Of course. it is perfectly evident now
whom the victor is to be. The spoils will naturally follow.

I congratilite my friend from West Virginia [Mr. Camrox]
upon the pleasure he has had while explaining bow his Presi-
dent was elected by the minority, and the Democratic Repre-
sentatives and Senators lHkewise. So it bas happened before.
The Senator says it is not a confirmed evil. T admit that.
However, that does not change the fact. I am willing to accept
the amendment as well made.

I obzerved as the Senator was proceeding with his speech he
was somewhnt guarded when he spoke of protection. He always
spoke of It as high protection. But I think it is as well now,
when we are to vote on this measure and when it is to go to the
country, that the country should know just what it means. The
faet is it means either protection is to end and we are to have
absolute free trade or there will be some other bill that will
pass in place of this measure in the not distant future.

I also observed that the Senator in his explanation of his
party's accession to power challenged n statement that T made
to the Senate that the Itepublican and Progressive DParties fa-
vored protection in thelr national platforms of last year. The
Senator quoted part, elaiming it was all of the Progressive plat-
form on the tariff, In assailing my statement, but he faliled to
quote that item in the platform which reads:

We believe in a protectlve tarll which shall equallze conditions of
competition between the Unlted Btates and forelgn conntries, both for
the farmer and the manufacturer, and which shall maintain for labor
an adequite standard,

Had the Senator quoted this portion which T now quote and
which I quoted before of the Progressive platform he would
have refuted his own argument.

The Senator has heen a little sarcastic about the divisions In
ihe Republican Party. I wounld be the same if I were in his
place. We regret it on our side, but we have had the advantages
of differences on the other side In times past. They have been
rather radienl sometimes In the last 20 years, and I have no
doubt those differences will appear again. If T am not very
much mistaken, from the echoes we get out of the dark places
where the caucus holds sway there are some progressive speeches.
There are some progressive Individuals In all caucuses and
probahly among members of the present dominant party. I do
not wish them any harm. There ean not probably anything
worse happen to them than what has happenad to us. It is all
in the day’s work.

Mr. President, I had not expected to take any further time,
18 the Senate hng been generous enough fo listen to me on two
or three previous oceasions, but I have been a patient listener,
aside from the two or three times when I ventured upon the
attention of the Senate. However, I want to state what my
view is In ghort terms as to what this bill means and what the
Senators on the other side expect It to lead to.

HOW WYIOMING WILL FARE.

So far as the State of Wyoming, which T have the honor in
part to represent, is concerned, it means absolute free trade
from the first. Every item that my State produces for the mar-
ket I8 to be =0ld in the market of the world with no benefits of
protection while the producers of those items must buy thelr
items In the protected market.

As the debate has progressed and the Senate amendments,
both original and those offered from time to tlme, have been
adopted, it has been perfectly apparent to me.

First. That the State of Wyoming is left high and dry on
the rocks so far as protectlon is concerned, although she must
buy largely in a fully or partially protected market.

Second. If I can judge, however, from what has been sald in
debate by the proponents of this bill, it will be but a short time
before manufactarers and others who are now left partially pro-
tected will find themselves sliding down the toboggan rapidly
to a final and absolute free-frade basis.

The question is on agreeing to

Third. That the socialistic iden of taking away from those
who have and distributing among those who have not is the
final goal toward which we are drifting.

Our markets for agricultural and manufactured products are
to be opened up to the world and our supplies are to come
largely from outside our own lines until wages in this country
wl.;iu be reduced to the level or below that of our foreign nelgh-

rs.

Already every product of Wyoming which that Common-
wealth has to offer for sale—coal, eattle, sheep, meats, wool,
hides, grain, and so forth—has been stripped of every scrap
and atom of protection.

It seems that a jackscrew is being used to let down the manu-
facturers, but a battering ram is to be In play to reduce the
farmer,

The public ought to know that it scems abundantly apparent
from the bill itself and the arguments adduced that absolute
free trade in all lines is the gonl to which our friends the
epemy, politically speaking, are drifting.

FIRST STEF TOWARD FREE TRADE,

This bill measures only the first step in the Demoeraile
advance toward free trade, It is the initial triumph of the
theorist in the school of political ecomomy. It is the experi-
mental, uncertain, incongruous, and dizzy conglomeration of
the cublst delineator of a revenue producer. It is the partial
realization of the dream of the political college professor. It
does not represent the fulfillment of Democratic prophecy, It
It but an index of that prophecy; the outline of a lope; the
partial response to a prayer. It is but an experimental dose.
Others are to follow if the patient survives. The deadly narcotic
warranted to put to sleep any American industry is the brew of
many witches in dark and secret conclave—otherwise the Demo-
cratle enocus. There Is polson enough to go around. There
are Ingredients enough in the ealdron for everything that
resembles a protected industry.

The bill is but an index of the purpose of the Democratic
Party to eventnally wipe out the last vestige of protection, It
does not represent the last word in Democratic tariff tinkering.
It is the party’s: foreword; its epilogue to the trageily. It is
a mild and gentle curtain raiser to steady the nerves of the
audience for what is to come after. From it and the program
of the party’s play we can judge but little of what is to follow.
If the same players are to hold the stage and the great an-
dience is to patiently sit out the performance, we may well
conciude the final act will be a dark one.

This bill is the first assault upon the citadel of protection.
The leaders of the Democratic hosts declare it to be such. It
is but a slight lowering of the tariff wall, to use the Ianguage
of the party’'s herald. It is but a partial, a gradual, an easy
letting down of the masonry.

The distingnished military engineer of tariff reform at another
place in the Capitol declares that in order to not harm Ameri-
can industries too much, in order that thousands of workers and
laborers employed inside the walls may not be hurt, the Demo-
cratie Party has endeavored to lower the tariff wall with a
jackscrew, since It was not commissioned to use an ax.

I must admit that picture of the lowering of a wall with a
jackserew is pleturesque at least, and I have approached it
from many angles.

If the Democratic House of Representatives, following the
lead of the Democratic caucus that followed the lead of the
Democratic Committee on Ways and Means that followed the
dictation of a Democratic President, has given us an illustra-
tion of the lowering of a tariff wall with a jackscrew, then the
Democratic Senate of the United States has grossly assanlted
the ramparts with a battering ram.

It has at least made holes in the wall that an ax, even in the
hands of the distingnished chairman, Mr. Uxperwoopn, conld
never have produced. The difference between the execution in
the Honse and the Senate is pretty well outlined in a speech of
one of the junior Members of this body, but who for many
years has been an acknowledged party leader. That distin-
guished Senator In a spirit of triumphal accomplishment sald,
and I quote his exact words:

(Senator Hoxr Sumite In an addresa before the Georgla Leglslatore
July 18, 1918, See 8. Doc. 137, G3d Cong., 1st sess:)

For the first time In 50 years leglslation Intended to take the bur.
dens off the masses of the people has found no reslstance In the Demo-
cratle Senate. It must be conceded by all that the Benate Democrats

nt:.vesmat:e the tariff bill more Democratic than it was when it reached
the Senate.

The House Democrats put flour upon the free list, but taxed wheat.
The Senate Democrats put both upon the free lst.

The House Democrats put meat upon the free list, but taxed cattle,
The- Senate Democrats put meat and cattle both vpon the free list.
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The House Democrats left a tax of 25 per cent upon cheap woaolen
blankets. The Demoerats of the Senate put them upon the free list.

The House taxed wool of the Augora goat and alpaca. The Benate
Democrats put them on the free list.

The House Democrats taxed flax and hemp. The Senate Democrats
put them upon the free list. * * =

The Senator was extremely modest in his summary of Demo-
cratic achievement in the Senate along the line of making this
bill “ more Democratic than it was when it reached the Senate.”
He might have named at least fourscore and ten other n.rti_e!es
upon which the House fixed what it styles a “ competitive tariff "
and the rates on which have been either wholly stripped off by
the Senate or reduced below the temperature necessary for their
life,

Truly, if the House used a jackscrew the Sennte has em-
ployed a battering ram. But whether the House bill or the
Senate bill or a modified conference bill is to measure this first
step of the Democratic Party matters litfle; for it must be
borne in mind it is but a first step. Others are to be taken
until at least the body pelitic has reached the Democratic
purgatory of strictly. a revenue tariff, or, worse still, the bottom-
less pit of free trade.

Every declaration made by the party leaders since ifs victory
in November, 1912, proves that the present bill does not measure
the party's full purpose. The leaders declare the goal must
be reached by degrees.

In his message personally delivered to Congress, called in ex-
traordinary session by him to revise the tariff, President Wilson
gaid:

e must abolish everything that bears even the semblance of privi-
lege or of any kind of artificial advantage. * * *

It would be unwise to move toward this end headlong, with reckless
haste, or with strokes that cut at the very reots of what has grown
up amongst us by long process and at our own invitation. It does not
after a thing to upset &t and break it and deprive it of a chance to
change, It destroys it. We must make changes in our fiscal laws, in
our fiscal system, whose object is development, a more free and whole-
some development, not revolution or ggu-t or confusion.

In dealing with the tariff the method by which this may be done will
be a matter of judgment exercised item by ltem, To some mot accns-
tomed to the excitements and respopsibilities of greater freedom our
methods may fn some ves s and at some points seem herole, but
remedies may be herole and yet be remedies.

PRESIDENT OPPOSED TO PROTECTION.

In the words “It would be unwise to move toward this end
headlong, with reckless haste,” and in the words that follow,
the President clearly outlines the purpose of his party to pro-
ceed ultimately to the goal of free trade or a revenmue tariff,
which in the end is the same.

The President of the United States is now and has always
been unalterably epposed to the policy of protection. When
asked upon one oceasion if he advocated the repeal of all tariff
laws, he replied:

Of all protective-tarilf laws, of the establishing a tarif for revenue
merely. t seems 1o me very absurd to maintain that we sball have
free trade between different portions of this country and at the samoe

time shut ourselves out from free communication witih other producing
countries of the world.

So far, then, as this bill and the President of the United
States are concerned, it is but an entering wedge. The Presi-
dent regards it as but a single gtep in the direction of his cher-
ished goal.

Mr. Uxperweop, chairman of the Committee on Ways and
Means, anfl whose name will forever be linked with the meas-
ure, in presenting the bill with the committee's report to the
House on April 23, 1013, said:

The Democratic Party stands for a tarilf for revenue only, with the
emphasis upon the world “only.” [Applause on the Democratic side.]
We do not propose to tax one man for the benefit of another, except for
the necessary revenue that we must raise to administer this Government
economically. Then, how do we arrive at a is in writing a revenue
tarlff Lill? We adopt the competitive theor{.

We have not been able to wipe out all the favoritism that yon
[Republicans] have engrafted in thbese bills, because a great many of
the industries in the United States have been built up on the rotten
foundation that you placed under them. Too great harm would result
to industries, to the thousands of workers and Ilnborers employed
therein, were we suddenly to destroy these foundations. 8o far as it
was practicable to do-so without working an absclute injuostice to the
American consumer, we have endeavored to lower the tarif wall with
a jackscrew, since it was not our commission to lower it with an ax.

I see myself guilty of imcorporating that “jackserew ” picture
again, but it will bear repetition, and possibly I may be the
only person go dense as to be unable to perceive the easy process
of lowering foundations with a single * jackscrew.”

That the picture of just what was being accomplished aid
not meet the estimate of at least one Democrat is manifest from
géeor proceedings. At most, he did not adopt the * jackscrew”

1y,

The second member of the Commiitee on Ways and Means
from Mr. Uxpeswoop declares the party’s purpose in plain terms
(Recorp, p. 536). He says:

We can not reform all the evils for which high protective tariffs
are responsible in a day. We do not promise at the ontset to accom-
?lish in a year all the reforms the ple of the country are demand-

. but we do that in the bill we are presenting now we are
ta a long step in the right direction.

As to the agencies that are being used to accomplish its
initial purpose, he says in the same speech:

We recognize that wool 1s the keystone in the arch of protection.
With all the force of a mighty party, with all the 1 ct made pos-
gible by 20 years or more of walting, we have kick the keystone
from the arch, and the arch is already commenelng to crumble.

And sgain there was applause on the Demoeratic side.

The speech closed with a prophetic vision of the time when
absolute free frade would exist between the nations of the

“world.

There is no suggestion of a mild and easy “ jackscrew ” in
this last picture. The whole Democratic Party, with all the
force of its leg muscles, bent up for 20 years awaiting the
opportunity, with its mighty feet incased in 4-ply cowhide,
from which the tariff is being removed, the awfnl assault is
being made along the line. The keystone has been kicked from
the arch *“and the arch is already commencing to ernmble.”

That, Mr. President, is a picture that my dull comprehension
can the easier imagine.

Every member of the majority of the great Ways and Means
Committee attested and acknowledged the restraining influence
of the party caucus. Every one declared the bill to be but a
partial fulfillment of the party’s program. Each owned up
that it was net near enough a revenue measure to please him;
that it did not go so far as it would have gone had he been
given the individual task of drawing the measure.

Possibly the personal view of a Democratic Member from
Pennsylvania; not a member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, goes as far in outlining the situation—the party’s pur-
pose—and in indicating future action as any other. He spoke
on April 26 last as follows:

Mr. Chairman, even the distingnished chairman of the commiftee
which drew the measure now under consideration does not elaim it to
be a perfect one. It falls far short even of his ideal. It is in large
part a compromise of conflicting elements, and In certain detalls it is
sadly d!sap{mlnﬁng. especially to those who had hoped that in a
Democratic tavilf no vestige privilege or favoritism would be found.

But faulty as the measure may be In particular items, far as It falls
short of perfection, aadl’y as it may lack in consistency, it is still a
long step in the right direction. It has merits so surpassing that Its
shortcomings are almost neighbors. the
redemption of Demoeratic promises and the fulfiliment of popular
expectation that even the free trader, like myself, may applaud it avith
sincerity and vote for it without stultification.

Had I bean writing it, items which now find a place in the dutiable
list would certainly have been dropped therefrom. 1In a score, or per-
haps a hundred, instaneces dutles which geem to me excessive and inde-
fensible upon any revenue ground would have been brought lower
if not eliminated.

In this Underwood tarif we find an achievement along Pemoerantic
lines which may well appeal to Democrats of all shades a all per-
suasions. It so splendidly enlarges the free list that we m dy forgive
fts errors in the direction of according privileges to special inter-
ests. * * * Not since the Walker tariff bill of 1846 have we had
one drawn so nearly in harmony with the revenue idea.

“ Badly disappointing, especially to those who had hoped that
in a Democratic tariff no vestige of privilege or favoritism would
be found.”

At the time those words were uttered the Member had no
means of knowing what the Senate Demoerats were going to do
with the bill. To-day he is probably not so sadly disappointed,
and he has far more opportunity to discover how privileged
products in certain localities can be played as faverites.

From speeches made by men in another place, not far dis-
tant from this Chamber, it would be easy to show without any
possibility of eontradiction that the bill now about to pass is
not the full measure of Democratic hope or expectation.

The American manufacturer, the American farmer, and the
American artisan who was fooled last fall, whose attention was
distracted for the time from the real issue—possibly some of
whom gave their votes for the Democratic electors under spe-
cious promises that the party was to reduce the cost of living,
level wealth, and right .every wrong—should now begin to real-
ize what is before them. They should realize that the bill now
being enacted into law is but a single step in the direction of
free trade. They should know that after they have whetted
their wits * against the wits of the rest of the world " under its
working, and until their poor wits are tired, they are later to
come up against the real thing, where the whetiing of wits
must be practiced as a science and under conditions that avill
test not only the wits but the patience and endurance of the
strongest of men.

It goes go long a way toward
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Before passing entirely from the subject it will be well to
place some Senators in our galaxy of witnesses as to the pur-
pose and mission of the party in power. The Recorp is replete
with declarations. -

SENATORS PROCEEDING TOWARD FREE TRADE.

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Siuwmoxs], chairman
of the Committee on Finance, has repeatedly asserted the pur-
pose of the party in the majority to proceed along the line of
tariff revision until the goal of a revenue tariff is reached. It
is his contention, as well as the contention of all party leaders
upon that side, that the avowed policy of a tariff for revenue
only was indorsed by the people in November, 1912. The only
question is as to just how fast the goal shall br approached.

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. Smira], a most potential
Member in this body, has on divers occasions given emphasis to
the party’s purpose to frame a fariff bill upon the revenue basis.
In addressing himself to the agricultural schedule, and espe-
cially to the rates upon machinery, he said:

We have cut the rate one-half. I boge it will be cut again before a
~ great while. 1 hope that we will really bring the entire tarilf to a reve-
nue basis In the course of time. But I think we have gone as far as
we could In this bill now.

In some of these duties we have left we have recognized existing con-
ditions. I speak for my own mental operation in agprovlng them.
have recognized existing conditions. I have felt that we could not
afford to go as far as I would llke to see the law go lest serious Injury
;\—mgiie a;:{gtt those industries, in view of the position they have occupied
n . .

Later on in the same discussion the Senator used these words:

I believe it will help industries to take them out of the hothouse,
You can not take a plant out of a hothouse instantly an W%ut it where
it is exposed to the weather., You must do it by degrees. at I meant
when I said 1 hoped for progress, and what I meant when I said in this
BLill T had voted for duties higher than those I wished, was to consider
them as a hothouse plant—a plant that ought to have been out in the
sunlight—but has been hothoused. We have not put them out com-
pletely, but we have put them out a good part of the way, and we ex-
pect them to grow and flourish. T earnestly hope for the prosperity of
every industry in the United States.

Mr. GALLINGER. Do I understand the Senator to say, representing
himself, if not his party, that he belleves the Democratic Party is to
get entirely rid of tariff dutles?

Mr. Syt of Georgia. I have not undertaken to speak for the Demo-
cratic Party at all.

Mr. GALLINGER. Speaking for the Senator himself?

Mr, SmiTH of Georgia. 1 expressed the hope.

And later still he said:

This bill expresses my view of what should be done now to a large
extent, but mot on every item. I could not hope to see & tariff bill that
met in every item what I believe in; and if I worked out one by myself
and then thought of it for 30 days longer, I do not believe every item
would be what I approved. But, take it as a whole, I believe in it, and
I think we have gone as far as we could.

Mr. GALLINGER. What attracted my attention particularly—and the
Senator is not the oul;{ Senator who has made the suggestion; my
amiable colleague [Mr. HoLLis] made it the other day—was that this
is the first step, and that the Democratic Party intend to proceed along
the same highway until they accomplish more than iz accomplished in
this bill, T was wondering how rapldly our Democratic friends intended
io in the direction of free trade.

ﬁ. SamiTH of Georgia. Mr. President, it Is impossible for us to tell
the Senator that. have illustrated the rapidity with which I wish
to go. It would depend upon the rapidity with which certain progress
{s made. I believe progress will be made. I have the confidence that
it will be made.

The senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Witriams], who
has had so much to do with the handling of the bill upon the
floor, has frequently given evidence that the measure is not the
last word in Democratic legislation to provide revenue, but that
instead it is but a first step.

A little later still in the debate, after the senior Senator from
Idaho [Mr. Boran] had said:

If the Senator from Mississippi is entirely logical in his statement,
it was the deliberate design, as I understand, of the framers of this
bill to kill the wool industry.

The senior Senator from Mississippi replied :

The Scnator's assumption, as far as wool is concerned, is.not an
assumption that is accepted by me. It may be that pu/ting some prod-
uet upon the free list in this bill will destro{. the industry. If that
be true, then as to that particular product we have s!mplf’ traveled too
fast and too quickly. do not say every paragraph in the bill is
perfect.

It would possibly be profitable to quote more liberally from
the remarks of the Senator from Mississippi, but the words
already quoted, and that seem to be generally accepted as gos-
pel upon that slde, are sufficient to show the purpose of the
Democrats of the Senate is not unlike that of the Democrats of
the House, to place the tariff upon a revenue basis—mnot so soon
as the country may be able to stand it, but so soon as the Demo-
cratic Party believes the time is ripe and conceives it has a
further mission to perform.

Before quitting tbis branch of testimony I desire to add a
single quotation from one of the younger Senators, who seems
to have caught the infection—a New England Senator who
seems to feel that New England manufacturing enterprises may
to some exfent be an evil in that they have attracted many

young men to their pay rolls who might otherwise have folluwed
the plow upon the farm. I quote from the junior Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. Horris]. He says (REcorp, p. 3614) :

In other words, we find that expediency and fair dealing block the
way to an immediate resumption of a constitutional tariff, for we are
confronted with the need of raising an enormous revenue and by a host
of hopeless, hothoused abnormal industries, nourished by a highly pro-
tective tariff, and which would be utterly destroyed by the immediate
withdrawal of all governmental pap. o this extent we are handi-
capped in establishing a tariff for revenue only.

In the same speech the Senator declared his belief that cer-
tain rates in the bill were too high, and named specifically
those of the cotton schedule. and continued :

I believz we have fulfilled our promise of a material reduction ana

have approached as closely a revenue basis as we safely m
present E:{drmatiom L ely may upon

Of course, I could quote many pages from other Democratic
Senators, but I believe it will be generally conceded upon that
side that if the party remains in power it is to proceed to place
the tariff upon a purely revenue basis, or to so amend the in-
come-tax provisions and create other means sufficient to raise
all revenue, and plunge the country into absolute free trade.

In a colloquy with the junior Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
Crapr], and after the latter had suggested that sooner or later
the De:.nocratic Party must acknowledge the basic principle of
protection or a_ccept the tariff-for-revenue-only theory, the Sena-
tor from Mississippi [Mr. WicrLriays] said:

Does not the Senator from Minnesota recognize the fact that it
must be later, and materially later? In other words, does not the
BSenator from Minnesota reco, , 88 a man of common sense, that
although every line of what he has said is right, and although it is
absolutely indefensible to have a tax system under which a part of the

rofits of the tax dgues into the private pockets of individuals, neverthe-
ess, having found a false and artificial condition to be amended and
to be cured, no man of common sense would undertake to cure and
amend it overnight? In other words, if a man lived in an old house, a
bad one, and wanted a new house, he would not blow up the old house
with dynamite, regardless of the inhabitants In it, but would, little by
little, build a new house in place of the old one.

Does the Senator recognize that even if the fight must ultimately
come between free trade and protection—or protectionalism, as I prefer
to call it—that fight can not come right now, and that it is ahso utely
impossible to have a logical principle running through a bill which fs
an amendment of the Eresent existing heterogeneous fiscal laws of the

United Btates? * »
confronted with the conditions with

Any tariff bill must nemaaril‘v.
which we are now confronted. involve a certain degree of protection,

and whether you call it protection for.itself or grotectton incidentally
makes no difference. Our duty, from our standpoint, is to make it
Involve just as little protection as we can,

Later in the same debate he said:

I, for one, have never said, and will not say, that this bill or any
bill that we could draw % now—and everybody knows that I could
not help saying that in ordinary frankness—that neither this bill nor
any bill we conld draw up now should—iibernacht, as the Germans say—
overnight, undertake to rush down a waterfall from one level to an-
other; no bill conld possibly be drawn up so as not to involve any
protection at all. Therefore I have never sald, and do not proposc to
say, that this bill i{s clear through, from beginning to end, a tariff
for revenue only. All T have said is that it goes as far in that direc-
tion as we dare to go without—being confronted, as we are, with actual
conditions—destroying men who have been put by the Government in
a position where they must be ruined or else gradually permitted to
colle down. If a man {8 a hundred feet high, you can up and let
him down i;:mduaﬂy, but if you go up and thereby pitch him down you
will kill him.

Some statesmen will argue that, if this bill goes too far, if its
effects are injurious, if it does not bring about the *new
freedom " outlined and prophesied by President Wilson, the
Democratic Party can retrace its steps. Oh, never! The
Democratic Party never backs water. It will go to defeat before
it will retreat. It will never acknowledge if ruin comes that
it was the result of its policy. It will more readily deter-
mine that ruin was caused from the fact it did not proceed far
enough in the direction of free trade. It exemplifies the truth
of the old Latin couplet, “ I'acilis descensus Averni, sed retre-
gradior dificile est.” This, somewhat loosely and generously
interpreted, means, “It is easy to go to hades, but it's hard
getting back.”

Everyone knows just how difficult it is going to be to con-
nect Democratic tariff tinkering with ruination. The party
began fortifying itself against such a contingeney long before
its bill was presented in the House of Representatives.

This bill measures only the length of the party’s first step.
With the thoughtful American citizen, and especially the pro-
ducer and manufacturer, there must ever rest uncertainty as
to when the next step is to be taken. It is not altogether
pleasant to contemplate the possibility. While contemplating,
however, it will be well to keep in mind the prophetic utter-
ances of the junior Senator from New Hampshire: ]

Let these Benators remember that we are mow taking merely a first
step toward a revenue tariff. After we have seen the result of this
first step we shall be In position to take a secand. I very much fedr
that if we should make that first step so long that the cotton industey

should receive a severe blow we might not be in a position politically
to take the second step at an early date.
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But even as a first step we have made a reduction on the whole
cotton schedule * * * of 35 cent. Two more steps like the
first would leave tke cotton indpue;:‘.ry of America entirely without
protection.

We are going sled length in time. American industries and
American workingmen have been put on notice, and they can
arrange their houses accordingly. Again I repeat that this bill
is but one step in the direction of Democracy’s goal.

DEMOCRATIC IDEAS MEAN FREE TRADE.

But, Mr. President, as the game has gone on, it has waxed
warmer and warmer day by day. As the senior Senators have
declared their allegiance to their old doctrine, which had slept
under the latter version for many years, they have taken off
tr: mask and disclosed their ideas, which mean free trade and
nothing more. It remained for one of the younger Senators, the
Lonorable Senator from Texas [Mr. Sarrrarp], on the 4th
day of this month, to speak as follows:

Mr. President, the Republican P’arty may thank the doctrine of pro-
tection for its dissolution. No party, no nation, no man or ﬁmugeof
men may permanently defy the truth, 'The Republican I’arty has been
repudiated because protection is an Infamy, a ecurse, a crime. The
party that indorses such a doctrine must die; the government that
practices it must fall. There is as much justice in taxing one man to
feed and clothe another as in taxing one man to support the business
of another. 1 belleve that protection has been the source of more
corruption and more woe in this Republic than any pther agency out-
side of alcohol. Cherishing such a belief, I am against protection, both
direct and Incidental. I am against it wherever its envenomed head
is lifted, whether in my own State of Texas or in some other State,
I shall never subscribe .to the Eroposltlon that as long as protection
exists In Massachusetts or Iin Pennsylvania it must be preserved In
Texas, or that as long as protection is kept on one article it shall be
retained on another. 1 can never consent to the idea that as long as
another man is permitted to steal I propose to steal also. If I could
not destroy protection in Massachusetts or In Pennsylvania now, that
fact would not deter me from making every effort to destroy it in Texas
now or wherever else I could strike it. In the name of the people of
Texas I denounce protection as one of the glant evlls of the time, and
in their pame I would do what I could to wrest unholy tariff prlvfleges
from the favored few in Texas without regard to whether I could
immediately reach the pampered class elsewhere, and I would never
arrest my efforts to eradicate this evil from every foot of American
soil. Happily, sir, this bill represents a general assault on protection
from one ocean to the other, and when enacted into law will so impalir
the foundations of this vicious system that its doom may be easily
foretold. * * ¢

The Underwood-SBimmons bill carries more relief from excessive taxa-
tion for the American people than any other tariff measure in the 56
years since 1857. It does not attempt an entire overthrow of the
protective system at this time, the disease being so deeply seated that
conservative treatment is reguired. * * *

And indeed, sir, the Democrats would have been more thap human
if they had been able to have adjusted the duty on every item amon
the 4,000 carried in this bill In such manner as to be proof against al
objection. When it is remembered that the Democrats are not building
n tariff system anew, but are compelled to begin the demolition of a
high protective tariff that has Dbeen in operation for almost 50 years,
and has become intimately Interlinked with the vital parts of many
industries, it Is almost a miracle that they are able to present a bill
making such progress in the right direction. 5

I am only bringing this matter up, Mr. President, at the
present time so that those who choose to examine the doings of
this last day may, as it were, have some index from which they
may look back to discover what I have only in a cursory manner
portrayed, and that is, that whatever is left of protection in
this bill is left there because they dare not-proceed further,
and that the party which insists upon earrying this bill through
and of declaring that protection, incidentally or otherwise, is
a vice and a crime will surely, if left in control, proceed to the
tinal end—absolute free trade.

HOW AND DY WHOM THE BILL WAS DRAWN.

The President of the United States has had a hand, a voice,
and a potential influence in the shaping of this legislation.

Everyone admits the fact, although all are not agreed as to
the extent and manner in which this influence has been exerted.

There has been a studied attempt on the part of some of those
Senators and Members, most fearful and seemingly most self-
responsible for the President's glory and fame, to minimize
and circumscribe the extent of the President’'s influence in this
regard.

Others, more frank and fearless, like the Senator from Colo-
rado, have openly glorified in the President's interference with
the legislative prerogatives, have set out the proposition that it
is not only the right but that it is also the duty of the pariy’'s
exalted chief to take a leading hand in the legislation that is
to typify the policy of the dominant political party of which he
is a member. All, as I say, have admitted this inflvence in
framing, perfecting, and in the expected passing of the bill

While thus acting, the President has taken unusual cognizance
of any influence that might seem antagonistic to his own and
the party’s plans. Declarations were made from the White
House that a hostile lobby was at work in Washington, and
straightway plans were laid well calculated to frighten away
from the Capitol anyone who might dare to appear, even for
the purpose of making an ante-mortem protest over the extine-
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tion of his industry. The music has continued without much
interruption since, and, with one Mulhall as the side attraetion,
has served for weeks to frighten away about everybody who
might be opposed to the free-trade policy of running a great
Government. There has appeared very little criticism during
all this debate of those good emissaries, agents of foreign busi-
ness houses, of importing houses in this country, and of the
great sugar refineries who have been here in the interest of the
administration’s plans. These last have been angels of merey,
heralds of the *“new freedom,” and welcomed emissaries. All
others have been wicked, hostile, pernicious agencies, and they
have been frightened away. :

While the bill was in the making its makers were in frequent
conference with the White House. The bill rested there upon
the Executive table; its sponsor pointed out the changes from
day to day and reported to receive suggestions. Before it went
to the party caucus of the House it received the * 0. K.” stamp
of the President of the United States. It was baptized and
¢hristened before its real birth; it received the approval of the
Chief Executive ahead of its introduction, Had the last parch-
mwent page been presented to the President upon the day the bill
was presented to the Democratic caucus of the House of Rep-
resentatives the President of the United States could have as
easily and readily signed his name and given his approval.

Cover up the facts as best they may, shroud in mystery the
White House conference as adroitly as they can, minimize the
presidential influence and power as skillfully as skillful men
are capable of, there is no gainsaying the fact that this is an
administration measure we are about to enact into law, framed
in full accord with administration plans, and having the power
of the administration behind it. Some evidences of one way in
which that power has been exerted—or, possibly I should say,
may possibly have been exerted—is drawn by inference from
reading the earlier pages of the Executive Journals of the Sen-
ate for the present session of Congress.

It is the first time in the history of the United States we have
a tariff bill drawn by the representatives of a small minority
of the people and by men representing a small fraction of the
real diversified industries of the United States. The bill is
drawn, championed, and will be passed chiefly through the over-
powering influence of our good friends from the “ Sunny South.”
I do not speak of this to reflect unkindly or unjustly upon any
portion of the country. I refer to the subject simply that his-
torical justice may rest where it belongs. Perhaps every Demo-
crat in this body is pleased with the bill as a whole, although
no single member of the party is pleased with all of its features.
Every Democratic leader who has addressed the Senate has
proclaimed the party's satisfaction and a willingness to accept
the responsibility for the measure. When, then, the * new
freedom ™ arrives, when the new political millennium is ushered
in, the credit for this bill must rest with the South. Let credit
20 where it is justly due. So, now, the great industrial North
and West, when about to get its new awakening, must take its
hat off and make its acknowledgments. All hail the new and
powerful South!

THE BILL A PATCHWURK OF LEFT OVERS.

The bill, in the first instance, was put together by Mr.
Unperwoop, of Alabama, from a lot of old patchwork pieces
left over from the Sixty-second Congress. To these was added
the income-tax proposition, a subject remote and distinet from
the tariff. Very well, then, Mr. UNxpeErwoon, of Alabama, put
the patches together. He had associated with him upon the
Committee on Ways and Means a majority of the majority of
Members from districts south of the thirty-ninth parallel of
latitude. Of the 14 Democratic Members composing a majority
of the committee, 8 are from the section named, as follows: Mr.
Uxperwoon, of Alabama; Mr. SHACKLEFORD, of Missouri: Mr.
Kircmix, of North Carolina; Mr, Dixox, of Indiana; Mr. Hurr,
of Tennessee; Mr. GarNEr, of Texas; Mr. Corrier, of Missis-
sippi; and Mr. StaANcEY, of Kentueky.

To these eight men more than to all others combined must
be accorded whatever of glory and renown may come from the
enactment of this legislation. Their brows must wear the
laurel, and the political historians of the future must accord to
them, very largely, the credit for the achievement. All of these
men are time-tried, weather-seasoned, and experienced legis-
lators. All have passed through seasons of tariff revision. Mr.
Unperwoob himself has passed through no less than three such
seasons and is now serving his tenth term.

These gentlemen, in daily contact with each other and in al-
most daily conference with the President of the United States,
a southern gentleman, prepared this bill for the committee and
the party caucus. It would be. an interesting historical contri-
bution to trace their fine hands and the history of the measure
through the committee and the caucus; but I must leave this
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subject to those who have had more intimate and persomal
experience with it.

We may get some idea of the caucus of the coordinate body
from the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD. :

That interesting publieation shows that when last compiled
the House of Representatives was made up of 435 Members.
Of this number, 201 are classed as Demoerats, 126 as Repub-
licans, T as Progressive Republicans, 9 as Progressives, 1 as
an Independent, and there is, or was, one vacancy. Thus it
will be seen that the Demoeratic majority in the body referred
to is 147, and the party's plurality over Republican Members
is 165.

It may now be of interest to examine further into the make-up
of the majority party in the lower body. Of the 291 Demo-
cratic Members, 184 have seen prior service in the body, while
107 Members are serving first terms, with the possible exception
of one or two who have had prior service, but who were not
Members of the Sixty-third Congress.

It will be interesting for those who ery loudest for majority
rule and for popular government, either directly or through
representatives, to consider the power lodged with the 184
Democrats of experience and long service in the body. No sane
man will eontend for one moment that the 107 new Demoeratie
Members. ealled together in haste to consider and vote upon a
new tariff bill that was practically prepared for them in ad-
vance, that they had never seen, that they had not had oppor-
tunity to read or know anything about, to which they must have
their first introduction in the party cauvcus—no man will con-
tend that these men had anything to do with the ineception, de-
velopment, or progress of this bill. 'They were novices. Their
duty was to acguiesce. Their privilege was to take what was
prepared for them. They had but to shut their eyes and take
their medicine. Like sheep in the shambles they gathered in-
side the caucus pen, following the lead of their great shepherd.
and took the salt. They were fresh from the farm and the
forum and were useful in kicking the keystone from the arch
of protection when Mr. UspErwoop pointed out its loeation.

Just how happy they were in doing this is joyously expressed
by a Member, not wholly new to the eaweus but whose woris
upon the floor were well calcuiated to inspire eonfidence in the
breasts of novices and to stiffen their knees if there were signs
of weakening. I quote from a speeeh by Mr. JoBEN A. M. ApaIg,
of Indiana, delivered on April 25 last. He says:

I shall vote for this bill as it was reported from a Demoeratic cavens
without dotting an " 1" or crossing & “t.” 1 am one of those who
believe in majority rule, and when a caucus of my party writes a
tariff bill, regardless of whether each and every lfem in the bill meets
with my approval or not, I shall stand by the action of the caucuns and
give the bill my hearty and enthusiastic suppert. No Demoerat ean do
otherwise. * * * [f we were to read out of the Democratic Party
all Members who took fssue with the Ways and Means Committee in
our cancus on cerfain items of theblll, there would be none left to
sustain the committee in presenting the bill as finally agreed upon to
the House.

Similar sentiments were expressed by most of the Democratic
orators during the limited debate and within *“ extended re-
marks” in another body. They are pictures of personal sur-
render and party subserviency such as have never before ap-
peared in legislative annals,

We are safe, then, in concluding that to the 184 old Demo-
eratic Members, or a small minority of the National Heuse of
Representatives, must be given credit for the passage of this
Egislatlon through the party caucus and through the lower

ouse.

There are 107 new Democratic Members of this House, and one,
a brand-new Member from the old woolgrowing State of Ohie,
the mother of Presidents, voiced the sentiments of the minority
of novieces when he read correctly the signs of the times so far
as his own and the fortunes of others similarly situated are con-
cerned. He shows us with what abiding faith and with what
good grace the 107 mew Democratic Members accepted Demo-
cratie tariff faith. I quote from his speech of April 25 (REecorp,
. 376) :

Political death, swift and certain, awalts any Democrat who now
doubts or falters. We were sent here to prepare and pass a tariff law
which will bear the test preseribed by the Demoeratic platform adopted
at Baltlmore., If angenenmcrat in whom the people have r?used trust
and confidence now betrays them, it were better for him that a mill-
stone were tied around his neck and that he were then cast Inio the
bottomless sea. [Loud applause on the Democratic side.]

Does anyone have to guess that the “loud applause on the
Democratic gide ™ was the loudest from the 184 old Democratic
war horses who were sustaining the game, and with a knowledge
born of experience?

BOLID SUXNY SOUTH IN THE SADDLE.
Now, for a moment, lef us analyze the 184 Members upon
whom must largely rest the respensibility and the glory for
this achievement. Here again I declare it is not my purpose to

draw any sectional lines for other than the placing of glory
where glory belongs. I am glorifylng the South, not casting
aspersions upon it.

Of these experienced and potential 184 men 111 come from
distriets south of the thirty-ninth parallel of latitude. With this
great majority in its favor, everyone must concede the poten-
tiality of the South in the party caucus and upon the floor.
Certainly no one will argue that the 73 old Members from the
Northern, Northwestern, Northern Middle, and New England
States wielded anything like the influence and power resting
with these 111 southern gentlemen. The sonthern gentlemen
themselves would not admit a proposition like that.

In a party cauncus controlled by the unit rule, and where the
voice of the majority is the voice of all, this power was over-
whelming. The 107 brand-new men might not have readily
recognized it, but even they were outnmmubered and could not
have easily rallied against it. Then, too, of these 107 new men
30 were from the South. It was but their duty to aequiesce,
They were good men to take a hand at the * jackscrew” or to
administer a swift kick against the “ keystone of the arch,” but
they were there only to follow instructions, not to take the
initiative.

If the South controlled the cancus and the bill in the lower
House, what shull we say of the conditions in the Senate?

Prior to the recent denth of the Senator from Alabama [Mr,
Johnston] there were 51 Demeeratic Senators, 44 Republicans,
and 1 classed as an Independent-Progressive. So far as this
comparison goes, it will not be necessary to change these fizures,
inasmuch as Alnabama will send a Democrat to succeed a Demo-
crat, probably for some years to come. Of the 51 Demoecratie
Senators, 32 are from States south of the thirty-ninth parallel
of latitude, and but 19 from territory north of this line.

Take first the great Committee on Finance, to whom the bill
was referred, that considered it behind closed doors, reported it
to and engineered its progress through the caucus that reported
it to the Senate. That eommittee is composed of 10 members of
the majority party and 7 members of the minority party. The
members of the minority party have had about as much say as
to what the bill should contain as any 7 men located in the
wilds of Africa. The 10 men ecomprising the majority, or
participating party, are made up of 6 gentlemen from the South
and 4 from the North, the Southern members being Messrs.
SrMMoNs of North Carolina, StoNe of Missouri, WILLIAMS of
Mississippi, Sxmirm of Georgia, Jases of Kentueky, and Gore of
Oklahoma., This is not alone a characteristie of the Finance
Commiitee; it is true of a large number of the committees,
while as far as chairmanships of the committees accorded to
the majority party are concerned at least two-thirds of the
number are presided over by Democrats from the South.

It is probably the first time in a half century when both
branches of Ce were so overwhelmingly controlled and
dominated by the South; and if it is that section’s first oppor-
tunity in 50 years, we can not blame it or its representatives if
they make the most of it.

We can now realize the spirit that was manifest in the clos-
ing words of the distinguished Senator from Georgia [Mr.
SaiTH] when, making his admirable address before the legis-
lature of his State in the latter part-of last July, he said:

Out of this Demoeratic administration mueh good will come for the
entire country, but especially for our own section, reinstated and re-
habilitated, great in the past, and to be far greater in the future.

The South has indeed been “reinstated and rehabilitated.”
In contrel of both branches of Congress, in control of the com-
mittees, dominating the caucuses, steering appropriations,
claims, and revenue bills, and with a Southern gentleman in the
White House, the South has a chance for the greater future
predicted for her, and for which every right-minded citizen will
be rejolced.

Many men who have spoken in both branches of Congress
have pointed out wherein this tariff bill is sectional. I do not
doubt it is sectional. What of it? And why not? How conld
it be otherwise? Is the reason difficult to find? 1Is it to be
wondered at that the South that grows the cotfon does not
take well to the fact that a great portion of the manufacture
of cotton is done in New England? Do you chide the South be-
cause it wants to bring all the mills closer to the cotton fields?
It is buf a natural desire.

Is it d°ffienlt fo find how the alien proposition of con-
trolling gambling in cotton futures found its way into this
bill? Is it hard to tell how such a sectional feature—sectional
in the extreme—attained favor with the Finance Committee,
passed muster in the cauncusg, and was reported out as a new
section of this strange revenue measure? I think not. Possibly

the newness and the novelty of their situmation accounts for
their modesty.
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There is little, indeed, under the rules that generally govern
caucuses, and that did tacitly govern the caucuses referred to,
that might not have been accomplished by this legislative
solid South. -

So much for the agencies that drew and engineered and are
to pass this bill.

CAUCUS AND CLOAKROOM LEGISLATION,-

Instead of having legislation by Congress we now have legis-
lation by the caucus and cloakroom, :

It is a novelty, but the system has its advantages. TUnfor-
tunately for political history, the world may never have a cor-
rect picture of just what transpired in the Democratic caducus
held in the farther end of this Capitol to give the party’s repre-
sentatives a chance to pass upon and approve the tariff bill
gubmitted to it by the Committee on Ways and Means. Like the
party caucus of the Senate, it was conducted behind closed
doors, and the lips of all participants appear to be sealed as
tightly as the lips of the Egyptian sphinx. We can only gather
an inkling of what took place from the speeches of participants
delivered upon the floor during the very limited time that was
given for debate. These demonstrate the absolute subserviency
of all participants to the rule of the majority; attest great per-
gonal sacrifices of individual opinion and submissive surrender
to the powers that were in control. Sufficient quotations have
already been made and party votes recorded to demonstrate
how utterly and absolutely the junior Members were dominated
by their seniors, and how surely the seniors were controlled by
the overwhelming majority of this class from the Southern
States.

Aside from the mere guestion of numbers, it ean be taken for
granted that the caucus at the south end of the Capitol was not
unlike that at the north end.

Fortunately for us and the country, we have been given a closer
inside view of the caucus system of legislation, as originated
by the Democratic majority in this Congress, conducted at the
Senate end. We are given glimpses of the inside occasionally
by eyewitnesses, by men adept in statecraft and skillful in the
art of correctly portraying things they see and recording things
they hear. Two such witnesses have furnished us sketches, all
too incomplete, I admit, but sketches true to life and full of
interest. They furnish a safe ground from which we can jndge
fairly and impartially this new method of lawmaking. From
them the country will be able to form its opinion and render
its jndgment as to the advisability of abandoning the old and
somewhat exacting system for the newer and less responsible
system.

TESTIMONY OF DEMOCRATIC SENATORS.

The senior Senator from Nevada [Mr. NEWLANDS], a conserva-
tive and eareful man of unimpeachable character and unques-
tioned honor and probity, gives us our first view of the caucus.
It is a view of but one of the sessions—the last before the tariff
bill was reported to the Senate. It was held on July 7, 1913.
He said:

Forty-one Democratic S8enators stood up in the party caucus, one by
one, late to-day and declared their intention to vote for the Under-
wood-Simmons tariff revision bill as finally approved by the caucus a
few minutes previously.

No oath was administered to those men. They gave no formal
pledges; they signed no agreement. They just “ stood up, one
by one, and declared their intention to vote for ™ the bill they had
approved “a few:minutes previously.” It is a pretty picture
and reminds me of the old-time eamp-meeting revival, where
the chief exhorter called upon the faithful one by one, in regular
order, to arise and declare their allegiance to the Great King.

My Nevada friend’s word picture continues:

An absolutely binding resolution was not adopted, the poll by Indi-
viduals being substituted, and that poll was put only on the ground of
personal promise and was not made binding.

From this we must infer that there was an attempt made to
secure the adoption of some firon-bound resolution, something
that would be of permanent record and well ealculated to hold
the subseribers or those sworn by every exaction of personal
honor; but the “ absolutely binding resolution was not adopted,”
and “ the poll by individuals ™ was substituted.

The substitute was just “a gentlemen's agreement.” All of
them stood up. one by one, and declared their intentions, It
was a poll of the caucus “on the ground of personal promise
and was not made binding.”

It is not hard to imagine the disappointment of the members
of the Finance Committee over the failure to bind those present
to the committee bill as fast as Prometheus was bound to the
cold rock of Caucasus.

But the Senator from Nevada [Mr. NEwLANDS] continues:

A resolution was adopted, however, declaring the Underwood-Simmons
bill a party measure, and urging its undivided support without amend-

ment, unless such should be substituted by the committee. Senator
NeEwLANDS, of Nevada, cast the only vote against this resclution, but
Senators SHAFROTH, RANSDELL, and THORNTON did not vote.

The resolution, drawn by the adroit and lovable senior Sen-
ator from Missouri [Mr. StoNeE], and kept in reserve by him
until it was evident that a binding resolution would not be ac-
ceptable, reads as follows: z

Resolved, That the tariff bill agreed to by this conference in its
amended form is declared to be a party measure, and we urge its
undivided su'j)port as a dut{ by Democratle Senators without amend-
ment : Provided, however, That the conference of the Finance Commit-
tee may,-after reference or otherwise, propose amendments to the bill,

The Senator from Nevada gives testimony, as I have already
indicated, that he alone voted against this resolution, and that
Messrs, RaNspeLL and TrornToN, of Lounisiana, and SHAFROTH,
of Colorado, refrained from voting. The duty of proclaiming
the resolution and the vote upon it, for it was adopted by a eall
of the roll of the caucus, was intrusted to the junior Senator
from Indiana [Mr. Kegnx]. That is about all we have from the
interesting narrator named from which to judge of party legis-
lation by the eaucus system.

We know that the usual unit rule of all cauenses must have
been adhered to throughout all the caucuses that were held, It
is a pity that we may not have from the junior Senator from
Indiana a more complete and detailed statement as to the
caucus voltes upon other propositions. It would be a valuable
contribution to legislative history to know by what majority the
Finance Committee's propositions for free wool, free sugar, and
free agricultural products were adopted. Some constituencies
would be glad to know how their representatives voted in the
inner Senate, the Senate that actually did the business, the
secret legislative body that determined upon ali changes that
appear in the bill.

The Senator from Nevada, in his careful account. does tell
us just a little more of what transpired inside the secret legisla-
tive chamber. Details are so meager that everything we have
before us is werth mentioning. He says:

Before final action on the bill the caucus gave concessions to the Sen-
ators from woo!ggmw!ng States by adopting an amendment making
effective a provision for free raw wool on December 1, 19134, and the
rates on manufactures of wool January 1, 1914, Earlier in the day the
Finance Committee had voted to recommend the dates as October 1 and
December 1, respectively, but the caucus voted for the further delay.

Then he adds:

This action completed the revislon of the Underwood bill, which has
oceupied the Finance Committee majority and the caucus since May 7.

Of course that *“ action completed the revision of the Under-
wood bill.” Everyone admits'it. The country understands it.
The world knows that so far as the Senate’s influence upon this
tariff legislation is concerned it was determined—ended—by the
action of a majority of a caucus of a party having a small ma-
jori?l':y in the United States Senate on Monday, July 7, A. D.
1913.

The Senator from Nevada gives some interesting reasons why
he would not agree to even the mild form of commitment to
caucus action, and his speeches since will be entertaining to
those who wish to follow the subject along side lines.

INEFFECTIVE PROTEST AGAINST CAUCUS RULE.

But I must return to my text. The senior Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. HiTcHCcocKk], a man used to portraying current
events and a legislator of considerable experience, went into his
party's caucus because, as he says, he felt that he could prop-
erly go there to consider a tariff bill, which he regarded as a
party bill, *and surrender a measure” of his *“ own independ-
ence for the sake of securing a harmonions party result.” That
Senator has given us something regarding the character of the
caucusg, its coercive and dietatorial tendencies, and has outlined
some of the reasons why he decided to withdraw from it with-
out acquniescence in its resolution declarations. All of the Sena-
tor's words are instructive snd interesting, but I shall not
guote all of them. They are already embalmed in the CoNGRES-
s10NAL Recorp. I shall quote, however, just enough to give
further insight into this new legislative propaganda. He says:

The pending bill, Mr. President, is something more than a tariff bill.
It [Jresents other means of raising revenue, It levies other taxes than
lt_:u'iﬁ' taxes, and contains a number of provisions for the regulation of

usiness.

To my mind it was, to say the least, a mistake to endeavor in a
Democratic caucus to bind the individual to the detalls, for instance,
of the pending section providing an income tax. The fncome tax is a
comparatively new idea in revenue legislation in this country. It in-
volves great questlons. It has its advocates on the other side of the
Chamber as well as on this side of the Chamber. The collection of an
income tax bhas become a matter of distinet constitutional right b
Congress, and Republicans as well as Democrats voted for and assiste
in securing the amendment to the Constitution to that effect.

When the income-tax question comes into this Chamber, involving as
it does not only the degree to which taxation shall be levied upon the
incomes of the country, but invelving also great social changes which
may follow, it seems to me that the individual Democrat, like the indl-
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vidual R can, ought to be permitted by his party to stand here
and vote for his convictions.

After all, Senators here were elected to the Senate, not to a umsi
and it is in the interest of the guhlic welfare that great questions o
this sort be debated in public and decided in publie, pa.rﬂcu.lar:{ when
we are engaged in formative, fundamental legislatien of this so

So, Mr. President, it seemed to me a mistake when my party under-

* took to decide the detalls of the income-tax Dbill in the caucus. Still, I
did not leave the caucus on that account. I left the eaucus when 1
asked the privilege of belng permitted in the open Senate to introduce
a legitimate amendment for the taxation of trusts, and that vilege
was denicd me. I asked it not only for myself, but I asked it for other
Democrats on this side of the Chamber who belleve in the prineciple
and want to sce it engrafted upon the pending bill, Those men, if com-
pelled to vote against my amendment, which I am here to-day to urge,
will have difficulty in explaining to their constituents why they have
done so. It is not right for the party to put them in that position
when no great party Issue is involved.

It has been an unpleasant sight to me, as it has been to many Demo-
crats during the last few days in this Chamber, when Senators on the
Republican slde of the Chamber have proposed amendments to the in-
come-tax provision that appeal to the sense of justice and appeal to
the judgment of SBenators on this side, but who, because of cancus rule,
were compelled to vote agsminst such amendments. I do not think that
is & worthy sight in the Benate of the United States. I do not believe
it is right to bind individual Senators and compel them to vote against
their conscience and their judgment upon such amendments when no
party policy 1s involved.

That much is preliminary. The Senator goes on:

Afr. President, in order to justify myself for the peosition I am takin

1 shall go a little further, and perbaps verge upon the improper in ref-
erence to the Democratic cauncus of which T was a part. Like all
ecauncuses, 1 believe the fact to be that our Democratic caucus degener-
ated Into a political machine, and 1 do mot belleve that upon the vote
upon my tobacco amendment the real sense of the eauecns was evoked.
I did not offer my tobacco amendment; 1 merely asked the caucus to
leave me free to offer it in the Senate of the United States as an
amendment and an addition to the revenue bill

* * . » ® . *

T did mot ask the cancus to approve my amendment; I asked te be
left free to offer it here in the Sennte, and 1 asked that other Demo-
cratic Benators be left free to vote for it according to their consciences
and their judement. 1 was refused. The Senator from Arizona [Mr.
AsnvesT], bowever, offered my amendment, and after a heated con-
troversy it came to a vote in that cancus. * * * Eighteen Members
of the Senate voted for my amendment and 23 appeared to vote against
it. 1 say “appeared’ because it is a fact, which I shall take the 1ibert
of stating, that the 9 Democratic members of the Committee on Fi-
nance voted as a unit, regardless of their convictions., So we have a
wheel within a wheel, a machine within a machine. The inner machine
controlled the eavcuns. The vote cast was not the correct expression
even of the cancus,

Mr. President. under these circumstances T felt that T was Justified
and that I could still maintain my Democraey in leaving the caucus
and coming here and offering my amendment, as I do to-day, to this
DAL - - = - - - -

I believe T was not only standing upon the ground of public interest,
but that T was standing on good Democratic ground when T left the
caucns, hecause I was denied even the privilege, if T remained in fit,
of presenting to the Senate this amendment proposing to tax the trusts
in proportion to their size.

This is all highly interesting. The two pictures make a
.noteworthy contribution to eontemporaneous legislative history.
As in the canicus at the farther end of the Capitol, strong men
were compelled to vote against their convictions “becaunse of
caucus rule.” As there, so was there here “a machine within
a machine,” “a wheel within a wheel,”” and that inner machine
and inner wheel. dominating everything, controlling everything.
sweeping everything before it. voting as a unit. was the com-
mittee, Troly does the Senator from Nebraska say, “ The inner
machine controlled the caucus,” and by the strength of nine
committee votes cast as a unit against him he was denied the
privileze of even presenting his amendment upon this floor.

The resolution had been adopted giving the bill the * undi-
vided sapport ™ of Democratic Senators “ without amendment,”
and under the prevailing unit rule and his narrow defeat the
Senator’s rights were exhausted. There was but one way left
open to him, and he bravely took it.

CAUCTUS RULE LEADS TO CLOAKROOM LEGISLATION.

Caucus legislation is a forerunner to cloakroom legislation.
Once a bill has passed a caucus there is nothing left for caucus
participants to do but await the good graces of Republican
Senators and the final vote. If there are occasional votes in
the meantime, there are electrical alarm bells to sound the long
tocsin and call the seattered host to action. In this way the
members of the majority party are permitted to retire to the
cool retreat of the cloakroom, where there are comfortable
lounges, cool minernl waters electric fans, smoking accessories,
good stories, and where ample opportunity is afforded fo dis-
cuss other weighty matters of state. With one man left upon
the field to watch the home goal, the cauncus system, the eall-
bell system, and the cloakroom system work a combination that
is beautiful to behold. The bill has already practically passed
when it is out of eaucns. No amendments are to be offered,
unless by -the Finance Committee, after reference to the caucus
or otherwise. There is nothing to do but wait and tire out the

minority. This is one of the advantages of the cauncus system.
So it is that it has frequently happened, when the cavens has
gathered within the cloakroom to celebrate its great achieve-

ment in hilarious joy, the presiding officer in the Senate has felt
it incumbent upon him to have the doors to the Democratic
cloakroom closed in order that the celebrations might not be
disturbed.

The caucus has taken on new features since the day the Sena-
tor from Nebraska became disgusted with it. One feature is the
presence of the Viee President within it. The newspaper ac-
counts tell us how he was invited to the secret couneil and how
for five long hours he was a silent and interested spectator.
Why he should have been overlooked in the preceding conven-
tions it is hard to explain. It can not be possible that the
members. of his party In this Chamber believed it necessary to
stand him up that he might be added to the poll and be forced
to declare his intention in the event that there should be a tie
vote on the passage of the bill,

It can mnot be possible that the alarming reports in the
press dispatches from Nevada to the effect that the senior
Senator from that State [Mr. NeEwranps] was refurning to
vote against the bill had anything to do with this, True,
some of the votes, like those on the maple sugar and jute para-
graphs, have been uncomfortably close. It may be that the
leaders thought it time to pledge the reserved force. I can not
believe, however, that the genial partisan called to the high
office of Vice President was invited into late caucnses from
any fear of his action in any event calling for party allegiance
and testing party fealty.

VICE PRESIDENT ATTENDS CAUCUS.

To me there has never seemed any likelihood that the vote
of the Vice President, if required, would ever go astray.
That distinguished and delightful gentleman is noted for beilig
a partisan, and this is said In no spirit of criticism. Without
the binding force of a caucus resolution he has shown himself
a splendid defender of the product of the caucus, and I say
this in no spirit of derogation.

Whatever reason may have impelled the eaucus to invite
the President of the Senate to its sacred precinet it was not
because of fear that that high official would not pick up the
proper cue at the right time. The manner in which the Chair
of the Senate has been guarded during the debate upon this
bill wwonld puf to sleep any suggestian that its regular occupant
could not be trusted. Never, for one moment, has a Republican
Senzfor been called to it during all this debate. Regularly
every day, whenever the Vice President has left the chair for
any purpose, a Democrat has been left on gnard. Certainly no
Republican will find any fault with this; certainly no one will
construe it as a reflection upon the honesty or fairness of
Members upon this side; certainly no one would wish to deprive
the Vice President of his rights in this respect. The fact is only
cited to substantiate the claim that the genial presiding officer
of this body can be trusted as a Democrat to stand without
hitching. If he more readily hears Democratic voices, and
more easily distinguishes Democrats in his landscape, it is
only proof of his party loyalty and fealty and is no evidence
that he does not wish to be wholly impartial. I am sure we
on this side have no fault to find, and the presiding officer will
understand that no criticism, not even in the least degree, has
been intended.

We are all glad the Vice President has been given a seat in
his party's caucus. He is a keen observer and a pleasant and
eloguent racontenr. He has graphically porirayed some of the
modern evils that are threatening the Republic. We will look
forward with pleasure to his philosophical observations upon
the caucus system of legislation.

INFLUEXCE OF THE CAUCUS UPON LEGISLATION,

The influence of the caucus upon the course of legislation upon
the floor has already been dwelt upon. At times it has been
ridiculous and ludicrous. Whenever inconsistencies have been
pointed out in the bill by Members on this side—and the bill
is chock full of them—speedily there has been a getting together
of heads upon that side. Going even to the matter of phrase-
ology and punctuation; whether it was proposed to fix a rate
upon etchings, engravings, and sheet music based upon the value
of the paper or the cutting out of a superfluous comma, in every
instance the gentleman handling the bill upon that side would
look around for help, there would be a little group eaucus over
there, and business would stop until the weighty proposition
had been passed upon. TIrequently it would be determined
that, under the terms of the Stone ecaucus resolution, no
minority of the committee should permit the suggested change
to be made, and back to the committee the paragraph or the
faulty sentence or the misplaced comma would go. Whenever
anyone on this side has offered an amendment containing popular
features such as nine-tenths of the Democratic Senators would
vote for, if unbound and unpledged, the wise senior Senator from
Mississippl [Mr, WiLriams] could be counted upon to arise in
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his place and announce that the committee had long had under
consideration an amendment of the same sort that, in his judg-
ment was just a little bit better, and he would suggest that the
whole subject be recommitted, and recommitted it would be.
This plan worked in the case of the well-balanced proposition
of the senior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La ForLerte] for
the levying of a surtax on incomes, but not until after the
caucus rule had been invoked on that side and a vote had been
taken. Then, to stand square on the record, the senior Senator
from Arizona [Mr. Asmurst] did explain, and other Senators
tried to explain, that they voted “ No" upon the La Follette
amendment because they were certain that the committee or the
caucns would again cover the ground. and, realizing the
dangerous ground upon which the Republican Members had
placed them, the committee and the caucus, after long and
heated struggles, have taken this paragraph under advisement.

The senior Senator from Kansas [Mr. Bristow] was more
fortunate when he sprang his amendment for the abolition of
the Dutch standard for testing sugars upon the unsuspecting
Democracy represented in this Chamber. There was a scramble
and confusion upon that side. There was a stir from the cloak
room. Delay, recommitment, evasion could not satisfy the
senfor Senator from Kansas, and so, after the floor caucus over
the aisle, the Duteh standard test went out headlong. That is
the greatest individual victory that has been secured upon this
side. That was the only important instance, so far as my
memory serves me, where caucus legislation was thwarted and
where the proviso of the Stone resolution was given a black eye.

But the abject and unrelenting subserviency to the caucus,
the fear of it, the relentless jealousy by which great statesmen,
leaders of their party—heretofore independent beings—have
yielded to its domination, have followed the letter as well as the
spirit of its demands and resolves, passes the comprehension
of the speaker. There has never been anything like it before
in legislative history—great men prohibited in terms from
offering amendments even of the most trivial character; great
statesmen, heads of great committees of this body, men of long
and brilliant service, proscribed and muzzled.

When, pray, was the distinguished senior Senator from Georgia
[Mr. Bacox], head of the important Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, unable, independently and of his own motion, to suggest and
defend an amendment upon this floor? In what prior debate upon
a tariff bill has he construed it his duty, under some secret cau-
cus rule, to keep silent and leave the discussion to those alone
upon the committee having the bill in charge? His voice is not
the only one of the voices long heard and long heeded in this
Chamber during tariff debates that in this debate has been
conspicuous for its silence. I could name a dozen other war
horses upon that side who have seemingly sacrificed their ex-
perience, their prowess, and their talents upon the altar of the
party cauncus.

These experienced statesmen have felt it almost incumbent
upon themselves to sit as dummies while the business on the
floor was being conducted by members of the Finance Commit-
tee, a number of whom are novices, so far as senatorial ex-
perience goes, but who secured places upon the committee with
the great influx of new Members, who at once began smashing
time-honored precedents of the Senate and changing the rule
governing assignments to committees.

But the caucus system has wrought this change, and a new
ovder prevails. Truly the old has become new.

It will be an addition to the history of this innovation in law-
making to add a few illustrations of the complacent grace with
which some of these rare, old-time Senators have accepted the
caucus yoke and its binding force.

The distinguished senior Senator from Georgia yielded to the
inevitable in these words:

AMy. President, I agree fully with what the Benator from Mississippi
gald. There are man{ things In this bill that I do not agree to. 1 will
go further and say that If I had my way in forming the bill it would
be drafted on some different lines, but T agree with the general prinei-
ples which are involved, and 1 surrender and subject my private judg-
ment to the jndgment of my colleagues, It Is only in such a way that
anything can be accomplished by a body.

The senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Wmriaas] has on
all necasions been the chief defender of the caucus and its ex-
actions. I will quote him fully, but only sparingly, just suffi-
cient to show how humbly he accepted the yoke. The following
are a few of his utterances upon the subject:

The Democratic Party Is in power and s going to put through =
Democratic tariff bill as nearly as it can, *“As pearly as it muost™ {5 a
better expression, beecause it is a case of “ must,” and to that extent it
is coerclon. There is not a man here who is not coerced to a certain ex-
tent by the actual industrial condition with which he is confronted.
* * & As to my position on the sugar question, the Senator says I
ean not eandidly announce it and can not logieally defend it. I can
candidly announce It, at any rate. but 1 simply confess that T can not
logically defend it. 1 can not logically defend the {lomvlsiun of the

pending bill upon sugar. I am not going to attempt do it, because

it 18 mot my view. But I can eandidly announce that the position I
could have logically defended I have voluntarily surrendered In order to
help get a reformation of the tax laws of this country., That is candid
enomn I take It, as an announcement,

The chairman of the Finance Committee [Mr. StaMMons] takes
a pugilistic stand for the caucus system. In defending it, upon
one occasion he said:

Mr. President, I deny that our method of framing this bill has met
the di.aap;:roval of those who are in favor of tarif reductions and o

sed to the outrageous and burdensome exactions of the present tariff
or the benefit and enrichment of a privileged few. We are willing to
stand or fall by our actions in this behalf,

Why should Benators on the other side be solleitous aboot the effect
of our eaucus action upon the fate of the Democratic Party? We are
not. We assume full responsibllity and have no fears. We are not
apologizing for our action; we are standing by It. This bill repre-
sents the collective judgment of the Democrats of this Congress and
we are golng to pass it as a fulfiliment of our pledges to the people,

The good-natured senior Senator from New Jersey [Mr, Mag-
TINE], who always states things in plain words, rushes to the
defense with this:

I realize, and the Senator [Mr. CummIys] must, too, that I am a
member of a great party; and 1 want to say In defense of onr cancus,
to which the SBenator bas alluded, that It was a most typical Demo-
ecratic caucus. We advocated our respective sides of the warious
schedules to our heart's content, and as Amerlcans, as Democrats, and
as citizens under a democratic form of government we bowed to the
edict of the majority and allowed our Individuhlity end our Indl
vidual thoughts to be ewallowed up by the majority of our party.
We believed that we were best advancing the welfare of our Common-
wealths and the welfare of our country by so doing.

I could stand here for the remainder of my time giving quo-
tations from Democratic Senators who have seemed to feel the
new system needs some defense and who have been quick to
rush to arms, but my only desire has been to contribute a slight,
and necessarily all too meager, description of the new system
of caucus and cloakroom legislation.

LINES ARE DISTINCTLY DRAWN.

So, Mr. President, the lines are distinctly drawn. If our
friends on the other side, who now have the working majority,

‘are able to retain that majority, we shall have entire and ab-

solute free trade as soon as they can reach it. But if they have
what that party has had heretofore and what our party has had,
divisions that seem unimpertant at first, and that ean be easily
overcome in cancus, and ultimately they are divided as we have
been, then again we must take up this subject.

For that reason and for many others I have been one of those
ready to support any kind of a proposition for a tariff board

that might, at least in some small measure. remove W

of the country from the field of party politics.

Mr. BRADY. Mr, President, this seems to be a day for saying
the last word. It seems that the time has come, and the hour
Is almost here, when we must east our votes for or against this
measure. I am going to vote against the bill for the reason that
I believe it Is full of discriminations, especially agninst the
farmers and the producers of the country.

I was very much interested this morning in the address of the
senior Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Cramrox] ; and yet he
did not produce a single argnment that I belfeve will satisfy the
American citizen that this bill will fulfill the hopes and desires
of the Democratic majority. With the jnnior Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. Wargren], who has just taken his seat. I must
sy for my own Stare, as he said for his, that it seems that they
have placed upon the free list almost every article we produce
in our State and have given us very little benefit in other ways.

LEAD MINING A GREAT INDUSTRY.

Before the arguments upon the bill are closed, T desire to say
just a few words relative to one particular industry in our State
that means much to our people. The State of Idaho produces
30 per cent of all the lead that is produced in the United States
and 10 per cent of all the lead produced in the world. This
industry gives employment to over 10.000 men, and indirectly
is of great benefit to at least 40,000 of the people of our State.
It is an industry that necessarly will have to be protected
in order to survive. This is admitted by our Demoecratic friends
when they place a tariff duty of three-fourths of 1 cent per
pound upon lead ore.

While our Democratic friends have put upon the free list
almost every other product of our State they have been good
enough and generous enough to allow us a duty of threequnar-
ters of a cent a pound upon lead. I am not going to say that
they have attempted to act otherwise than honestly and fairly
with us from their viewpoint. But I do say that the lead
industry of Idaho and the West can not continue to prosper
with a protection of three-quarters of 1 cent per pound, and
I sincerely hope that when the bill goes to conference the mem-
bers on the part of the Senate may see their way clear to have
the conference committee raise the amount from three-quarters
of 1 cent to 1 cent.

I am not a high-protective advocate in any sense of the word.
I believe in the protection of American industry, but I believe
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that should be given on a fair and equitable basis, and that the
tariff should be extended to any industry whenever it is neces-
sary to maintain it.

If it bad not been for the protection afforded by Repub-
lican legislation to lead ores the great Coeur d’Alene mining
district in Idaho could never have been successfully developed
and have been enabled to furnish so large a portion of the
world's supply in competition with Mexico, Spain, and other
lead-producing countries.

THE PROSPECTOR AN IMPORTANT FACTOR.

Mining is very different in character from any other industry.
It requires patience, good judgment, and honesty and tenacity
of purpose to make a successful miner or prospector, and only
men who have had practical mining experience can really
appreciate what it means to go down into the bowels of the
earth and bring forth the precious metals for the beneficial use
of mankind. A man’s intentions may be good, but he will surely
fail either as a prospector or practical miner if he lacks the
proper training and experience. It is imperative, if a mining
enterprise is to be successful, that it be conducted along sane
and legitimate lines, and that only properties which have merit
be developed to any great extent. All investments made in the
development of mining properties must be spent in an intelligent
and conservative manner. The prospector and miner—the men
who discover and develop mines—are the persons who need en-
couragement and protection. We do not concern ourselves with
the promoter who has richly furnished offices in some eastern
city and sells his worthless mining stock to the credulous inves-
tor, but the prospector who starts for the hills at the first indi-
cations of spring and toils every hour of every day until the
snow drives him back in the winter must be encouraged fo con-
tinue his explorations if the mineral resources of the country
are to be developed. He is a most necessary and important

" factor in the mining industry.

One of the great assets of this country is its mineral resources,
and it should be our ambition as a Nation to develop these
resources to the fullest extent. This can only be done by proper
encouragement and protection to the prospector, to the investor,
and to the man who tolls in the mine. To accomplish this, if
our pr t high standard of wages is to be maintained, we must
grant a reasonable protection to the products of the mines.

I come from a State possessed of great mineral resources.
Idaho to-day is a producer of gold, silver, copper, and is the
second lead-producing State in the Union, and yet her mining in-
dustry is In its infancy. We are just beginning to realize the
great possibilities that are in store for our State in the way of
mineral preduction. New mines are being discovered by the
prospector who takes his pick and shovel upon his back and
wanders through the hills and ravines until he finds indications
of mineral. He then beging development work alone. If the
prospect is encouraging, he returns and persuades some of his
friends to join him in the development work. They continue to
develop the prospect faithfully until it is determined whether
or not it is a good mine or a failure. Nine times out of ten
these prospects are abandoned. Years of work by the prospector
and his associates may be lost.

GREAT RISK INVOLVED IN MINING,

The next year they may try again, for there is no class of
men on earth with the hope and faith of the prospector and
the miner. They are optimists in the strongest meaning of
the term, and it is necessary that it should be so or the
great mines that are contributing millions and millions to
the wealth of our Nation to-day would not have been dis-
covered or developed. These men need encouragement. When
they have discovered a mine, have sunk the shaft to a sufficient
distance to deliver ore, they hire American workingmen to take
this mineral from the ground; they pay good wages and secure
good and efficient service. The State of Idaho to-day has 631
active mines that have been developed beyond the preliminary
prospect and are being worked for the ore that they produce.
We also have 242 idle mines that even under the present favor-
able conditions have not proved to be paying properties.

This can not be attributed to the tariff, either at the present
time or in the future. These 242 mines are situated at a great
distance from the railroads, and for that reason they are unable
to transport the ore at rates that would justify mining. They
can be developed only as the years go by and railroad facilities
can be utilized. .

Ninety per cent of these mines are owned and operated by
honest, industrious western miners, who belong to no trust or
combination, but are honestly developing the properties for the
legitimate profit that may in the future be secured. These are
the men and these the products that need protection. I do not
believe that a duty of three-fourths of 1 cent per pound on lead
will give them such protection as . will enable them to develop
and operate their mines, I honestly believe if this bill becomes

a law that within the next two years 75 per cent of the mines
in my State, if not more, will close down. The larger mines
have been developed under a protective-tariff system to a sub-
stantial paying basis. They have all modern appliances and
may be able to operate in the hope that at the first opportunity
the American people will right this great wrong that will have
been done if this bill becomes a law by putting American labor
on an equal footing with that of Mexico, Spain, and other
nations of like character. The western miner is the best paid
workingman in the world and constitutes the highest class of
labor. In my State we have a law that does not permit a for-
eigner to be employed in an underground mine. Both operators
and workingmen desire to keep American labor on a high plane.
This can only be done by giving reasonable protection to the
mining industry.
OUR MINES CAN NOT COMPETE WITH MEXICO AXD SPAIY.

It will be seen by the following comparative statement of
wages in the United States and Mexico just what a wide dif-
ference there is in the wages paid in these two countries for
the same class of work. In the production of lead the labor cost
is the largest factor, and it will thus be seen that it is ab-
solutely impossible for the lead mines of Idaho to compete with
the lead mines of Mexico and Spain, and other foreign lead-
producing countries, and be able to maintain the American
:Eailﬂdard of wages without the benefit of our present protective

riff.

Here, without delaying the Senate, I shall ask to have the
table inserted, and also a brief filed by the lead producers of
Idaho in behalf of a tariff on their product.

: The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, that will be
one.

The matter referred to is as follows:

Coeur d’Alene,
Idaho.

[erpuye

peommom el
$$f$$$$ $$$g
£82282888888

Average, Coeur d’Alene, $3.60; day's work, 8 hours.
Average, Mexico, 80 cents; day's work, 10 to 12 hours.

BRIEF TO THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, BY LEAD PRODUCERS OF THE COEUR D'ALENE DISTRICT, IDAIIO,

[Submitted January 10, 1913.]

Hon, Oscar W. UNDERWOOD,
Chairman Committee on Ways and Means,
House of Representatives, Washington, D, C.;

The Pmﬂuccrs of lead ores in the Coeur d'Alene district, Idaho, re-
spectfully protest against the proposed reduction of the duty on lead
in ores pggs and bullion, and urge that the present schedule (pars.
181 and 1 25 be allowed to remain unchanged, and that if any reduc-
tion be made it shall not exceed one-fourth of 1 cent per pound.

The Coeur d'Alene district produces about 117,000 tons of lead per
annum, which is more than 3 r cent of the total lead produced In
the United States. It has developed this great output under the pro-
tection afforded by the present tariff, without which the production
would be insignificant. he industry is the sole support of a com-
munity of 12,000 people, who, by reason of the high wages paid, are
prosperous and contented, and most of whom own their homes. The
wages paid in these mines average $3.60 per day of eight hours. The
laws of Idaho make it unlawful for any private corporation doing busi-
ness In the State to employ any alien who has failed to declare his
intention to become a citizen of the United States. (Sec. 1458, Revised
Code of Idaho.) This makes the Coeur d'Alene district a peculiar]
Ameriean communlty, with a population far above the average in inteiy:
lgence, industry, and thrift,

Besldes the men directly employed In the mines, it should be borne
in mind that there are thousands of others employed in the transporta-
tion and smelting of the ores and the distribution of the refined prod-
uct, The total value of the ore, which amounts to nearly £14.000,000
annually, Is ultimately distributed as wages and affords a livelibood to
approximately 40,000 people, i

The production of lead ore in the Coeur d'Alene district is carrled
on with a very small margin of profit. Any reduction of the tariff re-
sulting in a lower price for lead will reduce that profit to the vanishi
point in some instances and in others to a point below a fair an
equitable return on the money invested. Some of the minecs will be
forced to close, and those that continue to work wlll be obliged to re-
strict their operations. Investors will lose their income, and the value
of their properties will be destroyed. Man; men will have to leave and
search for other occupation, the entire business fabrie will be unsettled,
and distress will prevail throughout the district.

That this is no alarmist view will be seen from the accompanying state-
ment, showing the cost of producing lead in the Coecur d'Alene district
for the three years 1909, 1910, and 1911. In those three years the
distriet shipped, In ores and concentrates, 351,461 tons of lead and
19,102,556 ounces of silver. The average New York prices durin thg
period were, for the lead, 4.401 cents per pound, and for the silyer, 52.46
cents Qer ounce, making the oss value of the groduct $40,056,174.
The total amount received by the mines was $23,195,310, the difference
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of $17,760,855 being the cost of smelting, transportation, and market-

- Of the latter amount, $501,078 represents the smelting loss on
silver, leaving the cost of marketing the lead $17,259,777. The cost
of production at the mines amocunted to $16,249,846. Adding this to
the cost of marketing, we have a total cost of producing and marketin
the lead amounting to $33,509,623, equal to 4.T67 cents per pound.
The price received was, as stated, 4.401 cents per pound, showing a
deficlt of 0.366 cents per pound, or a total deficit on the lead in the
three rs under coasideration of $2,575,019. [t is clear that the lead,
considered by Itself, can not be roduced at the prices which have pre-
hd even under the present tariff, The production is possible only
by reason of the fact that these ores carry silver. It takes all of the
lead value and part of the silver value to cover the cost of producing
and marketing the lead. The profit i1s dependent entirely on the b{-
The total surplus earnings for the three years amounted to

roduct.
?&945.41’3. or $2,315,1 r annum, or about 8 per cent on the capital
nvested. uct be credited on the

If the total value of the silver b{-pr
cost of g:oduct!on and this surplus be considered as profit on the lea
it will seen that the cost of producing and marketing a pound o
lead was 3.413 eents and the gront was 0.988 cent é‘“ pound, with
an average selling price of 4.401 cents, This is without any charge
for amortization of the capital invested, for which a proper allowance
would be one-half cent per pound. Deducting this, the actunal proiit
was only 0.488 cent per pound and the total profit $1,143.62 er
annum, which iz less than 5 per cent on the capital invested. th
the prospect of a lower duty, the price of lead has already declined
to 4.25 eents per pound

The foregolng statement of the cost of production in the Cocur d'Alene
district is verified by the investigations of W. R. Ingalls, from whose
work on Lead and Zine in the United States the following is quoted :

*In chapter 1 it was cstimafed that the cost of producing lead in
the Coenr d'Alene In 1907 was in the neighborhood of 3.3 to 3.5 cents
gﬁr pound. basis New York delivery; i. e., if the price of lead should
e 3.5 cents per pound and the price of silver 50 cents per ounce at
New York, some of the Coeur d'Alene large producers would realize no
Emﬁt. even after disregarding allowances for amortization. It would
e highly dificult to generalize the capital account in this district, but
probably it would not be far out of the way to say that the total cost
of producing lead in the Coeur d’Alene s in the neighborhood of 4 cents
per pound when silver is worth only 50 cents per ounce.

“There Is no question that lead can be produeced more cheaply In
Mexico, Europe, and Australla than in the United States, inasmuch as
the price at ndon for long perieds has been lower than 3 cents per
pound and the output of the mines fs maintained. The superior ad-
vantage of the foreign eountries is parily in cheaper labor, partly higher
grades of ore, which more frequently than in America yleld two valu-
able products, e. g., zinc and lead, as in Australia, and partly to shorter
raflway hauls. The cost of smelting and refining is as low In the
United States as anywhere In the world: the freights on the whole are
higher—not per ton-mile, but in the aggregate of miles: the cost of
mining per ton of concentrated product is doubtless higher on the whole,
whieh is attributable to the higher rates of wages.”

The present duty on plg lead is 2} cents per pound, and on lead in
ores it is 1} cents per pound. The rate provided in the bill introduced
in the last sesslon of Congress was 25 per cent ad valorem on both
clagses. The average price of pig lead In London for a period of 32

ears, from 1880 fo 1011, inclusive, was equal to 2.85 cents per pound.

ith freight added, the cost laid down in New York would not exceed
3.1 cents, and the pro duty of 25 per ecent ad wvalorem wonld
amount to 0.78 cent. making the price at New York, duty paid, 3.88
cents per pound As a mafter of fact, very little of the foreign lead
that is imported comes In the form of pig lead. It is nearly all in ores
and bullion imported from Mexico, to be smelted In bond. Whenever
conditions are faverable for importation for consumption it is this lead
that is retained in the country, and the charge for freight from Europe
has not to be considered.

This duty of 0.78 cent. compared with the present duty of 2* cents.
shows a reductlon of 683.3 per cent. In the case of lead In ores
the reduction will be still ater. Take, for example, a Mexican ore
containing 40 per cent lead. What would be the value of the lead in
such an ore at the port of entry, say El Paso, Tex.? The cost of
smelting and refining and the freight to New York, which would be
$12 per ton of ore. or 1§ cents per pound on the lead, must be deducted
from the New York price. If the latter be 3.88 cents, we have then a
value of 2.38 cents per pound for the lead contained in the ore after
the yment of dut{. That would give a wvalue of 1.9 cents per
pound of lead, and the duty of 25 per cent would be only 0.48 cent,
as agalnst 13 cents at present. In that case the reduction would be
€8 per cent.

Lower grade lead ores, carrying high sllver valunes, mlicht come in free.
If we take, for Instance, an ore containing 156 per cent lead, but of such
a character that the cost of freight, smeiting, and refining wounld still
be $12 per ton, or 4 cents per ponnd on the fend contained, the latter
would have no valune at the port of entry, and no duty could be
assessed upon It. Undoubtedly large quantities of such ores would be
gent into this country; and silver ores. carrying no lead, would be
mixed with lead ores for the purpose of reducing the grade of the latter
and so avoiding the payment o dut¥. This would simply swell the

rofits of the foreign mine owners. It would produce no revenue for
ghis Government, and would destroy an important established Industry.
employing many thonsands of men. We should be throwinz open
our market to the world and forcing American labor to ecompete with
the labor of Mexico and Spain, where wages average only B0 cents per

day.

‘Beside their cheap labor, the Mexican producers have a great
advantage in the matter of transportation. rom the principal mines
to the Mexican smelters the frelght on ore is $3 per ton, and as the
ore contains about 50 per cent lead, the freight is equal to £6 per
ton of plg lead. From the smelter to New York the freight on pig
lead is l;-i per ton, making the total cost of transportation from the
mines to New York $10 per ton of piz lead. The total cost of trans

ortation from the Coeur d'Alene mines amounts to $23 per ton of pig
ead. The Mexican mines have therefore an advantage of $13 per ton
of pig lead, or 0.65 cent per pound.

It is to be presumed that the reduction of the duty is proposed in
the interest of the consumer. But experience shows that the consnmer
is not likely to derive any substantial beuefit from the reduction of
duty, and that qrnrt[ca!!,\r the entire bepefit will acerne to a few manu-
facturers. The largest consumption of lead is in the form of white-lead
pigment. But the price of the latter bears no fixed ratio to the price
of plF lend, as will be scen by reference to the table attached hereto,
showing the prices of the two commodities for a period of 17 years.
Taking the gerlod of three years, 1895 to 1807. during which the duty
was one-half of the present duty, and comparing It with the subse-
guent period, we find that the prices averaged as follows.

Year. Piglead | DIy white

Cents, Cents.

1895-1807. 3.263 4
1898-1911. 4.402 5,443
Showing that, although In the earlier period the price of pig lead

was 1.229 cents per pound lower than in the later period. the price of
white lead was only 0.490 cent lower. In the fall of 1907 the price of
pig lead fell 2} cents per pound, but the price of white lead fell only
three-quarters of a cent ger nd. -

In the 14 years from sné to 1911, during which the present tariff
has been In effect, the duties collected on imports of lead have av
$506,733 per annum. Under the tari® which was proposed. to produce
the same revenue approximately three times as much lead must be
Imported, which wonld amount to about 50,000 tons per annum. To
gay for this we must send out of the country each year more than

,000.000, which °;fm to be paid as wages to 3.000 American miners.

Attention is ecall to the annexed table, showing the effect of an
ad valorem duty applied to the market conditions of the last 10 years.
From this table it agmra that at all times within the 10 years, under a
duty of 25 per cent ad valorem, foreign pig lead conld have been lald down
at New York at prices much below those which prevalled under the exist-
ing duty of 2} cents per pound. The average London price during the 10-
%ee-llr riod was 3 cents per pound, on which the ad valorem doty would

0.75 cent per pound. making the cost, duty paid, 3.75 cents. The
average New York price for the same period was 4.57 cents, a differ-
ence of 0.82 cent per pound. If the Coeur d'Alene mines had been
obliged to face the price of 3.75 cents, some of the largest producers
would have been unable to meet the competition and would have been
forced to close. It has been shown that for the three years 1909, 1910,
and 1911 the gross profit earned by these mines averaged 0,988 cent per
pound of lead produced, or, after allowing 0.5 eent for amortization, the
net profit was only 0.488 cent per pound. For these three years the
average difference shown by the table is 0.78 cent per pound, the price
of forelgn lead, duty paid, averaging 3.6 cents. Had the Coeur d'Alene
mines met this price their average gross profit would have been only
0.208 cent per pound, and with the allowance for amortization there
wonld have been an average loss of 0.292 cent per pound.

The New York and Loundon prices run snbstantiaily parallel. When
the price is low here it Is usually correspondingly low there. Conse-
quently, under an ad valorem tarl®, the duty on forelen lead would be
least at the time when onr own mines most need protection. When
natural business conditions had lowered the price. the market would ba
further weakened by the larger importations made possible by the lower
duty., The duty. whatever it may bhe. shonld be specific: and it has
been shown that the rates now in effect are absolntely necessary for the
continuation of the lead Industry in the Coeur d'Alene distriet. |

Respectfully submitted.

FrEpERICE BURBIDGE,

For the Lead Producers of Coeur d’Alene District, Idaho.

Cost of producing lend, Coeur -E:A lene disiriet, Idaho, 1909-7971.

Shipped 251,461 tons lead, at 4.401 cents per pound_____ $30, 034, 604
Shipped 19,102,550 ounces silver, at B52.462 cents per 10.021. 570

ounce__

40, 056, 174

23, 195, 319

—
Difference, being the cost of marketing (Includes freizht,

Total gross valne
Net amount reccived by the mines

smelting, metallurgical losses, carrying and selling
charges) — . 17, 760, 853
Of which metallurgical loss of silver was_._———__ R e 501, 078
Leaving the cost of marketing the lead__________ g W e R
Mining and milling exy were 16, 2490, 846
—_— =
Making the total cost of producing and market- Cents.
Ing the lead, per pound e ..167-. 33,500 623
Received for the lead, perpound——_______ 4. 401__ 20,934, 604
Cost exceeded valve o . 366__ 2,575,019
Crediting the net value of the silver on the cost
the lead, per pound_. 1.354 9,520, 402
There is a surplus of, per pound________ L0S8__ 6,045,473
Allowance for amertization, per pound——— - <500 3,514, 610
Real profit (three years), per pound_____ .488_._ 3,430,803
Real grofit, Per ANNUM oo oo oo M S YR T

than 5 per cent on the money invested.

World’s production of pig lead (metric tons).

[From statistics compiled by the Metallgesellschalt, Frankfort,
Germany.]

1905 | 1908 1907 1803 1809 1910
180,700 | 180,900 184, 000 191, (00
152,600 | 150,700 167, 900 157, 800
24,100 | 25,600 i) 21,000
23,300 | 24,000 30, 00
22,000 | 22,200 39, 600
19,100 | 21,300 16, 000
13, 500 18,400 17,500
13,700 | 12,100 1A, <00
5,700 | 23,800 15,000
107,000 | 93,000 o 1 =, 5
1o, 000 54, 000 2.0 110, X% 126, 090
312,500 | 334,500 | 371,100 | 3140 71,600
13,800 | 14,400 15, 1% 15, 60 20, €00
Total. .. 9%3.900 | 973,200 1,038, 500 (1,00, 100 |1, 085, €00 |1, 132,900
Per cent prod ¥
United States. ....... 3176 3-1.40‘- 35.80 2.3 2.7 32.%




.

44

44

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

SEPTEMBER 8,

Average annual prices of pig lead.

[In cents per pound.]

Average prices of pig lead and dry white Tead, 1895 to 1911, inclusive.
[In tents per pound.]

Year

New York.

London.,

SERBRNRIREIBNA

AVAOREe T T4 YO o L L T

2| R m e RN e

8

o B e et et e
5| BEnRranzEesagsyd

Comparison of wages per d'rm paid in Coeur d’Alene mining district and

n Mexican mines.

d?:fn“lfe_ Mexico.

Miners e e a £3.50-84. 50 0.75
Muckers 3.00- 3.50 .50
Laborers 3.00- 3.50 .50
Timbermen 3.50- 4.00 | $0.75- 1.00
Pump men 4.00 1.00
Engineers 4.50- 5,00 1.00
Bhift bosses. . 5.00-6.00 |ico.oaain..
Track and pipe men. 8.50- 4.00 1.00
Blacksmiths. . 4.00- 500 | 1.00-1.25
Blsckqmlths ‘helpers. . 3.50- 4.00 .75
Mno ............. 4,50~ 5.00 1.00

eu .................................................. 3.50~ 4.00 .65

P T PR R S A I e R 3.60 -80
107G g R Gy e P I O N Y S S hours. . 8 10-12

Importations of lead in ore and furnace products to be amelted and

refined in bond,
[Tons of 2,000 pounds.]

Reexports of foreign lead.
[Tons of 2,000 pounds.]

Domestic production of pig lead.
[Tons of 2,000 pounds.]

Importations of pig lead.
[Tons of 2,000 pounds.]

114, 397
111, 867
105, 185

03 4

101, 227

279, 107

-..
=]
1SR
St

S=1b3
=10
L]

: =
N
SZBIB

Dry
Year. Plg | white
od. | %
393 | 4.625
208 | 4625
3.58 4. 450
3.78 | 4.625
4.47 0. 187
4,37 5.812
4.33 5. 031
so1| 462
4.24 b. 68T
4.31 B5.250
47| sear
5.66 | 6562
5.33 6. 437
20| 5250
4,27 5.250
445 Ea7s
4,42 5.250

Table showing effect of an ad valorem duty of 25 per cent on pig lead,
applied to market conditions of 10 years, 1902 to 1911, inclusive,

Average | Duty at Costat | New York

Year. London 25 Py | New York, | price (cents
price (cents] cent ad duty paid und)

perpound).| valorem. FrtiCe: | ROCDRICIIC ).

2.45 0.61 3.00 4.07

2.51 .63 3.14 4.24

2.60 65 3.25 4.31

2.98 .75 3.78 4.71

3.77 .04 4.71 5. 60

4.15 1.04 5.19 5.33

2,93 .73 3.66 420

2.83 .7 3.54 4.27

2.80 .70 3.50 4.45

3.01 .75 3.76 4.42

T R e e R e 3.00 .70 8.75 4.57

Mr. BRADY. We are not here to beg for a prohibitive tariff
on lead. We do not even suggest this, but we are asking that
you do not destroy an industry that furnishes employment to
thousands of men and pays the highest known wage to mining
men in the world and that does not permit foreigners to sup-
plant the American workingman in American mines.

Idaho stands out preeminently as a State that is inhabited by

{ exceptionally industrious and law-abiding people. The statis-

tics of the last census show that 98.1 per cent of our entire
population are white and that only 2 per cent are illiterate. It
is the American man and the American woman that we are
asking you to protect. It is the American standard of labor
that we are asking you to maintain. It is the American prin-
ciple of fair play that we are asking to be applied to us at this
time, and it would only be fair play for you to give us a duty

t will sufficiently protect the lead-mining industry and thus
enable us to at least keep our heads above water until the
people of this country can have a chance to say, with the mat-
ter fairly and squarely presented to them, whether this tariff
bill will accomplish the results claimed for it by the party now
in power.

Mr. President, I simply wish to say, in closing, that I have
listened to the argnments pro and con on this tariff bill, and I
believe it is only just and fair to say at this time that, in my
judgment, both the minority and the majority have placed their
argunments before the Senate in a fair and unbiased way. I
am not one of those who claim that because a man differs with
me politically, or upon any other point, he is vieiously wrong.
I believe in the goodness of men. I believe in the manhood of
the American citizen. I believe that, while the Senators on
the other side have tried honestly and faithfully to enact a law
that they believe to be just and right, their endeavors have
been a failure. I am willing to go back to the people of the
West and .lay our case before them, on what I have learned
here in the few short months I have served in the Senate, as to
the real difference in the principles of the Republican and the
Democratic Parties.

BREPUBLICAY POLICY OF PROTECTION A DEMONSTRATED SUCCESS,

The Republican Party believes in the principle of protection
for fostering and building up our industries. I never knew,
or at least I never comprehended, the full extent of what was
meant by the Democratic doctrine of a tariff for revenue only.
I wish to warn the Senators who are going to pass this bill in
a few hours that the farmers of this country, and especially of
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the western part of the country, from which I come, do not so
understand it. :

I stood up in the last campaign before farmers, honest men,
honest Democrats, who rose up in the audiences and told me
I was mistaken when I said that the Democratic Party would
put the products that I had named in the speech that I was at
that time making on the free list Under the terms of this bill
every single one of them has been placed upon the free list.

If the people of this Nation believe in a tariff for revenue
only, your party is going to be kept in power; but if the people
of this Nation believe that the industries of this Nation should
be protected, you will see four years from now an overwhelm-
ing majority for the Republican Party and the protection of the
industries of this country.

Mr. LA FOLLITTE. My, President, I offer the amendment
which I send to the desk.

- The VICE PRESIDENT, The Secretary will read the amend-
ment. .

The Secretary proceeded to read Mr. LA Forierre's amend-
ment, and read to line 5, on page 7, the entire amendment being
as follows:

Amendment in the form of a substitute intended to be proposed by Mr.
LA FOLLETTE to the bill (H. R. 8321) to reduce tariff duties and to
provide revenue for the Government, and for other purposes, viz:
Strike out 3nragrapha 295, 208, 297, 293; 269, 300, 301, 302, 303,
304, 305, 306, 307, 308, 309, 310, 811, 312, 313, 314, 3815, 316, 317,
318, 318£. 427}, 652, and 653, and insert in fien thereof the following :
1. All wools, hair of the camel, Angora goat, alpaca, and other like

animals shall be divided, for the purpose of fixing the duties .o be

charged thereon, Into the two following classes :

2. Class 1, that is to say, merino and all wools containing merino
blood, immediate or remote, Down clothing wools, and wools of like
character with any of the preceding, including Bagdad wool, China
lambs' wool, Cactel Branco, Adrianople skin wool, or butcher's wool,
and such as have been herectofore nsually imported from Buenos Aires,
New Zealand, Australia, Cape of Good Hope, Great DBritain, Canada,
and elsewhere, Leicester, Cotswold, Lincolnshire, Down combing wools
Canadian long wools, or other like combing wools of English blood and
usually known by the terms herein used, the halr of the Angora goat,
alpaca, and other like animals, and all wools and hairs not hereinafter
included in class 2.

3. Class 2, that is to say, Donskol, native South Amerlean, Cordova,
Valparaise, native Smyrna, and all other native, unimproved wools such
as have been heretofore usually imported into the United States from
Turkey, Greece, Asia, and elsewhere, excepting improved wools herein-
after provided for; and the bair of the camel.

4. The standard samples of all woolg which are now or may be here-
after deposited in the principal customhouses of the - United States,
under the authority of the Secretary of the Treasary, shall be the stand-
ards for the classifieation of wools under this act, and the Secretary of
the Treasury is authorized to renew these standards and to make such
additions to them from time to time as may be required, and he shall
cause to be deposited like standards in other customhouses of the United
States when they shall be needed.

§. Whenever wools of clnss 2 shall have been improved by the ad-
mixture of merino or English blood, from their present character as
represented by the standard samples now or hereafter to be deposited
in the principal customhbouses of the United States, such Improved
wools shall be classified for duty as class 1.

6. The rate of duty on wools and hairs of class 1 shall be 30 per
cent ad valorem,

7. Wools and hairs of class 2 shall be free of duty.

8. The rate of daty on wools of class 1 on the skin shall be 273
per cent ad valorem, the guantity and value of the wool to be ascer-
tained under such rules as the Sécretary of the Treasury may prescribe.

0. On top waste, slubbing waste, roving waste, ring waste, and gar-
aectted waste, the rate of duty shall be 27% per cent ad valorem.

10. On shoddy, wool extract, noils, yarn waste, thread waste, and
all other wastes composed wholly of wool or of which wool iz the com-
ponent materinl of chicf value and not specially provided for in this
gection, the rate of duty shall be 25 per cent ad valorem.

11, On woolen rags, mungo, and flocks, the rate of duty shall be
20 per cent ad valorem,

12. On combed wool or tops, and all wools which have been advanced
in any manner or by any process of manufacture beyond the washed
or scoured condition, not specially provided for in this section, the rate
of duty shall be 873 per cent ad valorem.

13. On carded woolen yarns, made wholly of wool or of which wool
fs the component material of chief value, the rate of duty shall be 40
per cent ad valorem.

14. On worsted yarns, made wholl
component material of chief value,
cent ad valorem.

15. On cloths, knit fabries, flannels, felts, women's and children’s
dress goods, coat linings, Italian cloths, bunting. and all other manu-
factures made wholly of wool or of which wool {s the component mate-
rial of chief value and not otherwise specially grovided for in this act,
valued at not more than 60 cents per pound, 50 per cent ad valorem;
valued at more than 60 cents per pound and not more than %l per
pound, 523 per cent ad valorem; valued at over 81 per pound, 55 per
cent ad valorem.

16. On blankets and on flannels for underwear, composed wholly of
wool or of which wool is the component material of chief value, the
rate of duty shall be 50 per cent ad valorem: Provided, That on flan-
nels composed of wool or of which wool is the component material of
chief value, valued at over 50 cents per pound, the rate of duttv ‘shall
be the same as assessed by this schedule on women’s and children's
dress goods.

17. On clothing, ready made, and articles of wearing apparel of ever
description, including shawls, whether knitted or woven, and knitt
articles of every description made up or manufactured wholly or in
gart. and not otherwise specially provided for in this act, the rate of

uty shall be 55 per cent ad valorem,

of wool or of which wool 1s the
e rate of duty shall be 423 per

material composed, a

18. On wehbings, gorin suspenders. braces, bandings, beltings,
bindings, brai galloons, ﬁglm insertings, flounces, fringes, ¥lmm.
cords, and tassels, ribbons, ornaments, laces, embrolderies and all arti-
cles embroidered hguhnnd or machinery, head nets, nettings, buttons or
barrel buttons or buttons of other forms for tassels or ornaments, and
manufactures of wool ornamented with beads or spangles of whatever

ny of the foregoing made of wool or of which wool
is the component material of chief value, whether containing indla rub-
ber or not, the rate of duty shall be 55 per cent ad valorem.

19, On handmade Axminster, Aubusson, oriental, and similar rugs
and ecarpets, made wholly of wool or of which wool is the component
material of chief value, the rate of duty shall be 50 per cent ad valo-

rem; on all other carpets and rngs made wholly of wool or of which
wool is the component material of chief value, and not otherwise spe-
clally provided for in this act, including machine-made Axminster,
moquette, chenille, Wilton, Brussels, tapestry, and ingrain carpets and
mzﬁs, 30 per cent ad valorm.

. Carpets and carpeting of wool, flax, or cotton, or composed in
part of any of them, not otherwise gpecially provided for in this act,
and mats, matting, and rugs of cotton, 80 per cent ad valorem.

21. Mats, rugs for floors, screens, covers, hassocks, bed sides, art
squares, and other portions of carpets or carpeting made wholly of
wool, or of which wool is the component material of chief value, and
not specially provided for in this section, shall be subjected to the
rate of duty herein imposed on carpets or carpeting of like character
or description.

22, Whenever, in any paragraph of this schedule the word * wool™
is used in connection with a manufactured article of which it is a com-
ponent material, it shall be held to include wool or hair of the sheep,
camel, goat, alpaca, or other animal, whether manufactured by a
woolen, worsted, felt, or nnf other process.

23. Paragraphs 1 to 11, inclusive, of this schedule shall be effective
on and after the 1st day of Janunary, 1914, and shall remain in full
force and effect 1? to and including the 31st day of December, 1914,
and [{)sram'afhs 12 to 22, inclusive, shall be effective on and after the
1st day of April, 1914, and shall remain in full force and effect up to
and including the 31st day of March, 1915,

24, All wools, hair of the camel, angora goat., alpaca, and other like
animals, shall be divided, for the purpose of fixing the duties to be
charged thereon, into the two following classes :

25, Class 1, that is to say, merino and all wools containing merino
bloed, Immediate or remote, Down clothing wools, and wools of like
character with any of the preceding. including Bagdad wool, China
lambs’ wool, Castel Branco Adrianople skin wool, or butcher's wool,
and such as have been heretofore usually imported from Buenos Alres,
New Zealand, Australia, Cape of Good Hope. Great Britain, Canada,
and elsewhere, Lelcester, Cotswold, Lincolnshire, Down combing wools,
Canadian long wools, or other like combing wools of English blood and
usually known by the terms herein used, the hair of the Angora goat,
alpaca, and other like animals, and all wools and hairs not hercinafier
included in class 2.

26, Class 2, that is to say, Donskoi, native South American. Cordova,
Valparaiso, native Smyrna. and all other native, unimproved such as
have been heretofore usnally imported into the United States from
Turkey, Greece, Asia, and elsewhere, excepting improved wools here-
inafter provided for; and the hair of the camel.

27. The standard samples of all wools which are now or may he
hereafter deposited in the prineipal customhbouses of the United States,
under the authority of the Becretary of the 'I'reasury, shall be thae
standards for the classificatlon of wools under this act, and the Secre
tary of the Treasury is authorized to renew these standards and te
make such additions to them from time to time as mny he required,
and he shall cause to be deposited like standards in other custom-
houses of the United States when they shall be needed:

28, Whenever wools of class 2 shall have been improved by the ad-
mixture of merino or English blood, from their present character as
represented by the standard samples now or hereafter to be deposited
in the principal customhouses of the United States, such improved
wools shall be classified for duty as class 1,

20, The rate of duty on wools and halrs of class 1 shall be 25 per
cent ad valorem,

80. Wools and hairs of class 2 shall be free of duty.

31. The rate of duty on wools of class 1 on the skin shall be 22}
per cent ad valorem, the guantity and value of the wool to be ascer-
tained nnder such rules as the Secretary of the Treasury may preseribe,

32, On top waste, slubbing waste, roving waste, ring waste, and
garneted waste, the rate of duty shall be 224 per cent ad valorem.

38. On shoddy, wool cxtract. noils. yarn waste, thread waste, and
all other wastes composed wholly of wool or of which wool is the
component material of chief value and not specially provided for in
this section, the rate of duty shall be 20 per ¢ent ad walorem,

34. On woolen rags, mungo, and flocks the rate of duty sbhall be 135
per cent ad valorem.

35. On combed wool or tops, and all wools which have been advanced
in any manner or by any process of mapufacture beyond the washed
or scoured condition, not specially provided for in this section, the
rate of duty shall be 324 per cent ad valorem. .

36. On carded woolen yarns, made wholly of wool or of which waol
is the component material of chief value, the rate of daty shall be 35
per cent ad valorem.

37. On worsted yarns, made wholly of wool or of which wool is tha
component materlal of chief value, the rate of duty shall be 3731 per
cent ad valorem.

38. On cloths, knit fabrics, flannels, felts, women's and children's
dress goods, coat linings, Italian cloths, bunting, and all other manu-
factures made wholly of wool or of which wool is the component ma-
terial of chief value and not otherwise specially provided for in this
act, valned at not more than 60 cents per pound, 45 per cent ad va-
lorem ; valued at more than cents per pound and not more than £1
per pound. 474 per cent ad valorem; valued at over $1 per pound, 50
per cent ad valorem.

89. On blankets and on flannels for underwear, composed wholly of
wool or of which wool is the component material of chief wvalue, the
rate of dufy shall be 43 per cent ad valorem : Previded, That on flan-
nels composed of wool or of which wool is the eomponent material of
chief value, valued at over 50 cents per pound, the rate of duty shall
be the same as assessed by this schedule on women’'s and children's
dress goods.

40. On elothing, ready-made, and articles of wearing apparel of every
description, including shawls, whether knitted or woven, and knitted
articles of every deseription made up or manunfactured, wholly or in
gart. and not otherwise specially provided for in this act, the rate of

uty shall be 50 per cent ad valorem.
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41. On webbings. gorings, suspenders, braces, band beltings,
bindings, bralds, galloons, edezings, insertings, flow gim
cords and tassels, ribbons, ornaments, laces, and articles
made wholly or in part of lace, embroideries and articles em-

broidered by hand or machinery. head nets, nettings, buttons or barrel
buttons or buttons of other forms for tassels or ornaments, and manu-
factures of wool ornamented with beads or spangles of whatever ma-
terial composed. any of the forewoing made of wool or of which weol
Is the compenent material of chief value, whether confaining india
rubher or not. the rate of dutv shall be 50 per cent ad valorem.

42, On hand-made Axminster, Aubusson, oriental, and similar rues
and ear}petn. made wholly of wool or of which wool 1s the component
materinl of ehief value, the rate of duty shall he 50 per cent ad
valorem ; on all other carpets and made wholly of wool or of
which wool Is the component material of chief value, and not otherwise
specially provided for in this act, including machine-made Axminster,
moquette, chenille, Wilton. Brussels, tapestry, and ingrain carpets and
rags, 80 per cent ad valorem.

43, Carpets and carpeting of wool, flax, or cotton, or composed In
part of any of them, not otherwise speclally provided for in this act,
and mats. matting, and rugs of eotton, B0 per eent ad walorem.

44. Mats, rugs for rs, screens, covers, hassocks, bed sides, art
squnares, and other portions of ea or carpeting made wholly of
wool or of which wonl Is the component material of chief value, and
not speclally provided for in thls section, shall be suhjected to the rate
3;‘ ﬂz}tyﬁ herein imposed on carpets or carpeting of like character or

eriptinn,

45, Whenever, In any paragraph of this act, the word * wool™ 1is
used In connection with a manufactnred artiele of which it Is a com-
ponent material, it shall be held to include wool or hair of the sheep,
camel, goat. alpaca, or other animal, whether ‘manufactured by a
woolen., worsted, felt, or any other process,

48. Paragraphs 24 to 24, inclusive, of this schedunle shall be effective
on and after the 1st day of January, 1913, and shall remain in full
force and effeet up to and Ineluding the 31st day of December, 1915, and
paragraphs 35 to 45, inclusive, shall he effective on and after the 1st
day of April, 1915, and shall remain in full force and effect up to and
ineinding the 31st day of March. 1916.

47. All wools, hair of the ecamel, Anzora goat, alpaca, and other
like animals shall he divided, for the purpose of fixing the duties to be
charged therrom, “ Into the two following classes :"

48, Class 1, that Is to say. merino and all wools containing merine
blood, Immediate or remote Down elothine wools., and wools of Hke
character with any of the preceding. including Bagdad wool, China
lamb's wonl, Castel Branco Adrianople skin wool, or butcher’s wool.
and sneh as have heen heretofore usually Imported from Buenos Alres,
New Zealand, Australia, Cape of Gond Hope, Great Britain. Canada,
and elsewhere, Leleester, Cotswold, Lineolnshire, Down combing wools,
Canadisn long wools, or other like combing wools of Enelish blood
and usnally known hy the terms herein used, the hair of the Anzora
goat, alpaca, and other like animals, and all wools and hairs not here-
inafter inclnded in class 2.

40, Class 2, that is to say, Donskol, native. South American, Cordova,
Valparaizo, native Smyrna, and all other native unimpreved wools such
as have heen heretofore nsually imported into the United States from
Turkey, Greece, Asla, and elsewhere, excepting improved woels here-
inafter provided for; and the halr of the camel.

50. e standard samples of all wools which are now or may be
hereafter deposited in the principal customhonses of the United States,
under the anthority of the tary of the Treasury, shall be the
gtandards for the classification of wools under this act. and the See-
retary of the Trnasm-{ is anthorized to renew these standards and to
make such additions to them from time to time as may be required,
and he shall eause to be deposited Hke standards in other custom-
bouses of the Tnited States when they shall be needed.

51. Whenever wools of class 2 shall have been Improved by the
admixtnre of merino or Engllsh blood., from thelr present character as
represented by the standard samples now or hereafter to he deposited in
the principal cnstomhouses of the Unlted States, such improved wools
ghall be classified for duty as class 1.

fi2. The rate of duty on wools and bairs of class 1 shall be 13 per
cent ad valorem,

53. Wools and hairs of class 2 shall be free of duty.

54, The rate of duty on wools of class 1 on the skin shall be 123
per cent ad valorem, the quantity and value of the wool to be ascer-
tained nnder such rnles as the Secretary of the Treasury may prescribe.

5. (m top waste, slubbing waste, roving waste, ring waste, and
garneted waste the rate of duty shall be 12} per cent ad valorem.

nf. On shoddy, wool extract, noils, yarn waste, thread waste, and all
other wastes composed wholly of wool or of which wool is the eompo-
nent material of chief value and not specially provided for in this sec-
tion, the rate of duty shall he 10 per cent ad valorem.

57. On woolen rags, mungo, and floeks, the rate of duty shall be

10 per cent ad valorem.
, B8, On combed wool or tops and all wools which have been advanced
in any manner or by any process of manufacture beyond the washed or
geonred eondition, not specially provided for in this section, the rate of
duty shall be 23 per eent ad valorem.

59. On carded woolen yarns, made wholly of wool or of which woal
i{s the component mate of chief value, the rate of duty shall be 30
per cent ad valorem.

60. On worsted _vi'nm, mnade wholly of wool or of which wool Is the
component material of chlef value, the rate of duty shall be 323§ per
cent ad valorem.

1. On cloths, knit fabries, flannels, felts, women's and children’s
dress goods, coat linings, Italian cloths, buntlngf. and all other mann-
factures made wholly of wool or of which wool is the component mate-
rial of chicf value and not otherwise specially provided for in this aet,
yaloed at not more than 60 cents per pound, 40 per cent ad valorem ;
valued at more than 60 cents per pound and not more than §1 per
pound, 423 per cent ad valorem; valued at over $1 per pound, 45 per
cent ad valorem,

2. On blankets and on flannels for underwear, composed wholly of
wool or of which wool Is the component material of chief value, the
rate of duty shall be 40 per cent ad valorem: Provided, That on flan-
nels composed of v ool or of which wool is the component material of
chief value, valued at over 50 cents per pound, the rate of duty shall be
thednme as by this section on women's and children’s dress

ads,

63. On clothing, ready-made, and articles of wearing apparel of e
descripticn, [nelm}inz shawls, whether knitted or woven, and knit
articles of every description made up or manufactured wholly or in

sut,uﬁnototherwluspecian rovided for in this aet, the rate of
ug soh;.ll be 45 per cent ad vv,,;ul;'em. o

. webblngsl gorin suspenders, braces, band.ltl;fs. beltings,
bindings, braids, galloons, e?ﬁm insertings, floun nges, gim
cords and tassels, ribboms, ornaments, laces, trlu?:ﬂés. and arﬂem

lly or In part of lace, embroideries and all articles em-

who!
broidered by hand or machinery, head nets, nettings, buttons
buttons or fmttons of other fnlgm for tassels or omme;ts, alg manu-
faetures of wool ornamented with beads or spangles of whatever mate-
rial composed, any of the toreéotn made of wool or of which wool is
R I A ey e i
e o e r cent ad valorem.

, Aubusson, erlental and similar rugs
and ﬁ-"lpﬂts. made wholly of wool or of which wool is the component
material of ehief value, the rate of duty shal 650 per cent ad valo-

rem; on all other carpets and made wholly of wool or of which

wool Is com ent material of chief value, and not otherwise spe-
cially provided for in this act, including machine-made Axminster, mo-
qnettemchenille. Wilton, Brussels, tapestry, and Ingrain earpets and
ru%n. per cent ad walorem.

6. Carpets and carpeting of wool, flax, or cotton, or comegmd in
part of any of them, not otherwise specially provided for In this act,
and on mats, matting, and rugs of cotton, %0 per cent ad valorem.

67. Mats, rugs for floors, screens, covers. hassocks, bedsides, art
squares, and other portions of earpets or carpeting made wholly of wool
or of which wool is the component material of chlef value, and not spe-
cially provided for in this section, shall be subjected to the rate of

doty herein imposed on carpets or carpeting of like eharacter or
description.

68. Whenever, In any paragraphs of this schedule, the word “ wool " is
used In connection with a manufactured article of which it is a eompo-
nent material it shall be held to include wool or hair of the sheep,
camel, goat, alpaea, or other animal, whether manufactured by a
woolen, worsted, felt, or any other process.

B89, Pamtm?hs 47 to BT, fnclunlve. of this schedule shall be effective
on and after the 1st day of January, 1916, and p phs 58 to 68,
nclusive, shall be effective on and after the 1st dn;r?)ﬁpﬂl. 1916.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, first I will make a
stattement, and then I will make a request for unanimous con-
sent.

The remaining paragraphs of this schedule repeat the para-
graphs which have been read by the Secretary from the first
paragraph to paragraph 22, with the exception that the para-
graphs which have been read by the Secretary from 1 to 22
start with a duty of 30 per cent on raw wool and on this base
fix upon the manufactured products of wool a duty measured
according to the difference in the cost of production between this
and competing countries.

Paragraph 23 provides that this 30 per cent duty on raw
wool ghall remain in full force and effect from January 1, 1914,
up to and including the 21st day of December, 1914; and the
paragraphs numbered 12 to 22, inclusive, which fix the rates
upon the manufactures of wool. upon the 30 per cent raw-wool
basis. shall become effective April 1, 1914, and remain in effect
up to and including March 31, 1915.

The remaining portions of the amendment consist of two com-
plete schedules for this division of the tariff bill

On the next one I start with a base-line duty of 25 per cent
on raw wool, and all the duties upon the manufactured products
of wool are scaled down to be in agreement with that rate. I
provide that those duties, based upon the 25 per cent rate on
raw wool, shal]l take effect immediately after the expiration of
the duties in the schedule that are based upon the 30 per cent
rate, and are to remain in effect up to and including December
81, 1915. The rates on manufactures to become effective April
1,.3 1&)15, and to remain in effect up to and including March 31,
1916.

The third division of the amendment repeats in exact lan-
guage the provisions which have been read. except that the
duty upon raw wool is fixed at 15 per cent and the duty on all
the manufactured products is secaled down to that base line.
These duties represent the protection that the manufacturers
shounld receive, and. according to the best information we have,
mensure exactly, with raw wool at 156 per cent, the difference
in the cost of production from the raw wool to the finished
product. The 15 per cent rate on wool i{s to become effective
January 1, 1916, and the rates on the manufactures of wool on
the 15 per cent raw-wool base are to become effective April 1,
1916.

Mr. President, I have made this statement to save the time
of the Senate, and I ask unanimous consent that the further
reading of the amendment may be dispensed with.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none.

Mr. STONE. When is it to go into effect?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The 30 per cent amendment goes into
effect the 1st day of January, 1914, and continues in effect up
to and including December 31, 1914; the 25 per cent schedule
goes into effect January 1, 1015, and is to continue in effect up
to and ineluding December 31, 1915; the 15 per eent provision
goes into effect January 1, 1916, and to eontinue in effect.
Upon the manufactured products the rates of the 30 per cent
bill become effective April 1, 1014 ; the 25 per cent bill April 1,
1015; and the 15 per cent bill April 1, 1916.
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Mr. SIMMONS. I understand that the amendment offered
by the Senator from Wisconsin, which has been read, Is offered
as a substitute for Schedule K in the pending bill.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE, It is, sir.

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator is merely explaining his own
substitute.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Yes, sir. After the complete reading
of the first division of the amendment, that being a complete
Schedule K, based upon a duty of 80 per cent ad valorem upon
the raw wool, I was asking unanimous consent to dispense with
the reading of the latter part of the amendment, as it repeats
the first division twice, once with a series of rvates having a 25

per cent ad valorem duty on the raw wool as a base and again,

with 15 per cent as the basic duty.

My, SIMMONS. That part of it I understand, and there is
no ohjection to granting unanimous consent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Unanimous consent has been given
and the reading of the remainder of the amendment is dispensed
with. It will be printed in full in the REcorp.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I shall Jater have other
amendments to submit, but what I have to say now pertains
to Schedule K, and I shall address myself solely to this amend-
ment.

HOW BCHEDULE K WAS FRAMED,

Schedule K has justly received the severest criticisms that
have been leveled against the protective system. This schedule
was framed as a result of a coalition between the woolgrowers
and the wool manufacturers. The mill owner and the sheep
owner united to frame a schedule which would protect the
interests of both. Its terms were so complicated, so techni-
cal, so obscure, as to bafle general understanding and eriti-
cism for many years. They contrived a mixture, a blend
of duties, compensatory and protective, specific and ad valo-
rem, so compounded with mysterious proportions and equiv-
alents and false assumptions as to afford a complete mask and
cover, behind which they have exacted tribute at will from the
American people.

The manufacturers agreed to support such duties on wool as
were satisfactory to woolgrowers, and the woolgrowers agreed
in return to support such compensatory and protective duties as
were satisfactory to the manufacturers, but in the combination
the woolgrowers were overreached and defrauded by the manu-
facturers. who were masters of their craft in all its detail,

The duties on woo! were made to appear much higher than
they are. The duties on the manufactures of wool were ob-
scured and concealed in the technical terms of the law. The
woolgrower was fooled; the public was victimized.

Contemplate for a moment the scheme or plan upon which
this schedule is constructed. Two duties are imposed upon all
manufactures of wool.

First. A compensatory duty supposed to equal the amount
of duty imposed upon the quantity of raw wool contained in a
manufactured article.

Second. In addition to this compensatory duty there is levied
the so-called protective duty. This protective duty is pre-
sumed to measure the difference in the cost of producing the
manufactured article in this and the competing foreign country.

The compensatory duty professedly gives the American manu-
facturer his raw wool on terms of equality with bhis foreign
competitor who has free wool.

The manufacturers and the woolgrowers agreed that a duty
of 11 cents a pound on wool of the first class was necessary
to protect the woolgrower. Then the manufacturers claimed
that it required 2% pounds of that grade of wool in the grease
to make a pound of yarn valued at 30 cents a pound or less,
and that it reguired 34 pounds of wool of the first class to
make a pound of yarn valued at more than 30 cents per pound,
and that it was necessary for them to receive as a compensatory
duty 274 cents per pound for yarn worth 30 cents a pound or
less, and 383 cents per pound as a compensatory duty for yarn
valued at more than 30 cents per pound,

In addition to this they claimed that it required 35 per cent
on yarns valued at 30 cents per pound or less and 40 per cent
on yarns valued at more than 30 cents per pound as a duty to
protect them in converting the wool into yarn.

The manufacturers likewise claimed that it required 3 pounds
of wool of the first class in the grease to make a pound of
cloth valued at 40 cents per pound or less, and that it required
4 pounds of wool of the first class in the grease to make a
pound of cloth valued above 40 cents per pound. In other
words, they claimed that they required a compensatory duty to

the amount of 33 cents per pound on cloth valued at less than

40 cents per pound and 44 cents per pound on all cloth valued
at more than 40 cents per pound.

In addition to this they claimed that it required as a duty
to protect them in converting the yarn into cloth 50 per cent
on all cloth worth 70 cents a pound or less and a protective
duty of 565 per cent on all cloth valued at more than 70 cenfs
per pound.

Now, then, having agreed between themselves upon these
compensatory and these protective duties and this duty on
raw wool, the woolgrower and the woolen manufacturers joined
forces and they succeeded in having those duties enacted into
law. They organized national associations which formed alli-
ances as with other assgeiations whose interests were kindred
to their interests, so that back of Schednle K was the most pow-
erful organization in all the tariff history of this country, the
most powerful organization behind any of the schedules.

Having at an early day formed this combination they se-
lected representatives of their organization to appear before
congressional committees to secure for the benefit of the wool-
growers legislation that would insure to them the duties agreed
upon between themselves and the manufacturers, and to secure
for the benefit of the manufacturers these double duties which
had been agreed upon by this combination.

I say to you that out of an experiepce on tariff legislation
reaching back to my young manhood, when as a member of
the Committee on Ways and Means I helped to frame the
McKinley tariff bill, I have never seen nor have I read of a
more potential and forceful organization for securing that
which it wanted than this combination between the wool-
growers and the woolen manufacturers of the United States.
Before I have concluded this afternoon I trust it will be made
plain to so many Senators as choose to honor me with their
attention that that agreement was conceived in fraud and
executed in fraud.

EOXSTHUCT_ED ON FALSE BASE.

Whether the protective duties as fixed at the time were un-
reasonably high does not matter now; that they have become
extravagantly excessive is susceptible of proof. And that the
compensatory duties were out of all proportion is beyond dis-
pute. The claim as to the quantity of wool required to make a
pound of yarn and a pound of cloth was false, and throughout
all the years the consumers have been compelled to pay un-
reasonable prices upon woolen goods because of these duties.

Every yard of cloth assessed at the customhouses, in which
wool is the component material of chief value, is weighed and
taxed as though it were all wool, and 4 pounds of wool in the
grease per pound of cloth had been required in its manufacture;
that is, it is taxed 44 cents per pound, even when more than
half the weight of the cloth is composed of cotton.

Ag an example of the reprehensible character of these com-
pensatory duties, I cite a case reported by Mr. N. I. Stone, for-
merly chief statistician of the Tariff Board, in his excellent
article on Schedule K, published in the Century Magazine for
May, 1913. Mr. Stone says:

The law takes no account of the admixture of materials other than
wool of which the cloth is made. A worsted may contain cotton to the
extent of one-half or more of its total weight, yet the worsted manu-
facturer is allowed 44 cents a pound * compensation" on the entire
welght of the cloth.

Mr. Dale, editor of The Textile World Record, quotes a typical in-
stance of a cotton worsted. In turnlng out 8,750 pounds of this cloth
3,125 pounds of raw wool were used, the remainder being cotton. As-
suming that the price of the wool in this country was enhanced to the
extent of the duty of 11 cents a pound, the manufacturer would be
entitled to a compensatory of 3,125 times 11, or $343.75.

But the law, on the four-to-one theory, allows a mm{’ensatory duty
of 44 cents per pound of cloth, or 8,760 times 44, whicli is egual to
£3,850. The manufacturer is thus granted an extra protection of more
than three and one-half thousand dollars in the guise of compensation
for the duty on wool which never entered the cloth.

Mr. President, the indefensible character of these rates was
shown by the report of the Tariff Board on Schedule K. It
is there shown that the average value of yarn per pound, lm-
ported in 1909, was 26 cents; in 1910, 22 cents; in 1911, 24 cents.
The compensatory dufy alone upon these yarns was more than
100 per cent. Added to that was the protective duty. The ad
valorem rate on yarns imported into the United States during
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1911, as computed by the Tariit
Board, was from 76.61 per cent on yarns valued at more than
80 cents per pound, to 149.19 per cent on yarns valued at not
more than 30 cents per pound. Upon fabries valued at 40
cents-a pound or less, the cheaper goods worn by the poorer
people, the Tariff Board computes the duty 149.50 per cent;
valued at more than 40 and not more than 70 cents per pound,
123.71 per cent. Iere again, as in the case of yarns, the
cheaper the goods the higher the duty.

It has always been contended by the advocates of Schedule K
that these excessive duties on the cheaper yarns and cloths were
justifiable, for the purpose of excluding goods made of shoddy
and other wool substitutes. But with the high prices prevailing
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on woolen goods, many people are compelled to buy fabrics made
from wool substitutes. As stated by the Tariff Board—

They meet a market demand, which I8 fixed by the amount the pur-
chaser is able to pay, and the real question Is not whether they shall
be used In the Unrted States, but who shall produce them.

It is well known that the profit on the cheaper grades is
relatively greater than on the higher priced fabrics. And the
maintenance of these prohibitory duties on the coarser wools,
yarns, and fabrics not only compel people of limited means to
use goods made of shoddy and other wool substitutes by Ameri-
can manufacturers, but compel them to pay very dearly for them.

Schedule K takes good care that the American manufacturer
of shoddy shall have this market exclusively and under such
extortionate rates as enables him to make a round profit out of
those who are so unfortunate as to be compelled to wear shoddy,
or short-lived cotton worsted. Except for the prohibitory duties
on the coarser wools, yarns, and fabrics., the poorer people of
this countiry could be clothed in the durable, warm, though
coarse woolen cloth which the workingman of Great Britain
and on the Continent can afford to wear.

It is largely the concenled protection in the compensatory
duties that makes the tariff so high as to shut ont goods of this
clags. As shown by the report of the Tariff Board, page 124,
the compensatory duty on goods valued at 40 cents or less per
pound was 99.59 per cent of their total value—just the compensa-

tory duty alome, to say nothing of the protective duty that was
added to it.

The compensatory duty on dress goods is more burdensome
even than that on cloth. By way of illustrating that the com-
pensatory duty falls as a heavier burden on the low and medium
than on the high grades I submit a table. which shows, classi-
fied according to value, the imports in 1912 of yarns, blankets,
and cloths. The quantity of each class imported and the com-
puted ad valorem rates tell the whole story.

For example, cloths valued at not more than 40 cents per
pound pay a duty of 144.79 per cent; cloths valued at more than
40 cents per pound and not more than 70 cents per pound pay
a duty of 124.51 per cent; and cloths valued at above 70 cents
per pound pay a duty of 93.23 per cent.

The importations under the highest classification were com-
paratively large, being valued at $4.513.584. The avernge value
per pound was $1.15. These were the fine goods, which compete
cnly slightly with any American product.

I ask, Mr. President, without reading it in detail, to present
here a table taken from the report of the Tariff Board which
brings out in graphic form the proposition which I am now
arguing to the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the table re-
ferred to will be printed in the Recorp.

The table referred to is as follows:

Imports entered for consumption— Year ending June 50, 1812,

. Value n‘:ﬁm‘l
unit S
Articles. Rates of duty. Quantities. Values. Duties g;"m puted ad
t?ty. valorem
rate.
Yarns made wholly or in part of wool:
Valued not more than 30 cents per pound (pounds). ... ...ccocacccmsasanasss- gu l'b.+w ..... am. $83. 90 $118.36 $0. 250 141.07
Valued more than 30 cents per pountd (Pounds).....ccccveeisssccccasansannnsas Ib.+ v aese 60, 706, 73 59, 386.28 47,120.75 978 70.38
i T o ol 61,030.23 59,470 15 47,245. 11 074 79.44
Blankets:
Valued at not more than 40 cents per pound (pounds)...ocunecenenniannnnnaas Th.4209...... 1,821.00 803, 00 B81. 80 352 06.34
Valued at more than 40 and not more than 50 cents per pound (pounds). .| 53¢ Ib.435% . ..... 1,131.60 539.05 562,11 476 104.28
Valuel at more than 50 cents per pound (POURAS). ... cceeenicsnnreannaancaas D. [l?‘, bor i :'_ m,%g “’ﬁ;;:g ‘"31,25!1{9 i:g _____ ?&.ﬂ
More than 3 yards in length—
Valued at not more than 40 cents per pound (pounds).........cce.e. 53¢ Ib.4-509 . . ... 244.00 53.00 107,03 a7 201.04
Valued at above 40 and not ahove 70 cents pound (pounds) . 2,495.75 1,482.00 1,839.13 504 124,10
Valued at over 70 eents per pound (pounds)........ c 8,273. 46 8,618.35 , 43042 L 94.81
Total blankets (DOUNAS)..cvenorescanssrasnsnsnnsassamnassrrerinsnsnnnas 48, 409,08 §2,006. 18 37,800, 98 Lor 72.69
Cloths, woolen or worsted:
Valued at not mora than 40 cents per pound (pounds) ............eoeoeean 10,123.38 3,524.30 5,102.80 .348 144.79
Valoed at more than 40 and not more than 70 cents per pound {pounds) .. . 239. 166,650.47 | 207.515. 18 .59 124.51
Valued at above 70 cents per pound (pounds).....cceeeeeneisanmesnannsnaanan 3,921,317. 61 4,513, 584. 12 | 4,207, 851.06 115 a3,
Total cloths, woolen or worsted (POUDdS)....ceeresrrrenncacmnonasacecscmassfcaeereruarnonaion.. 4,213, 680. 55 4,683, 767.80 | 4,420,460.13 Lu .38

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, that the duties on Schedule
K are practically prohibitory is shown conclusively by the table
found in the Report of the Tariff Board, page 190, which I here-
with submit. This table gives the principal classes of goods
affected by the duties of Schedule K, namely, (a) woolen and
worsted cloth, (b) blankets and flannels, (c) dress goods, (d)
carpets, and (e) rugs. In each class it gives the total value of
the production, the total value of the imports, and the percentage
which each bears to the whole.

In almost every case the imports, as will be seen by the per-
centage, are practically negligible. Relatively almost nothing
is able to get it over the tariff barrier.

The text which accompanies the Tariff Board’s table explains
it fully, and therefore I will take the liberty of asking that the
text be printed in connection with the table. I will only pauase,
Mr. President, to read from this table the percentages. Of
woolen and worsted cloth the production in the United States
was $181,217,156, and the imports were $4.777.447, or 2.57 per
cent., There was not much doubt about the height of the tariff
wall at that point on those goods. Of blankets and flannels the
total production of this country was $10.566.965, and the imports
$125.147, or 1.17 per cent. That surely is as near prohibitory
as you could make it, Mr. President.

Some of my friends on the Republican side may be querying in
their minds as to why I am dwelling upon the existing law. The
reason will appear from time to time as I present my amend-
ments and submit my argonments in the course of this debate.

The dress-goods production in this country was, in 1909,
$08.2390.275; the imports, $7.019.284, or 6.67 per cent. The pro-
duction of carpets was $48.475.859, and the imports $195.108,
or four-tenths of 1 per cent. On rugs it is a little better, some-
thing nearer a fairer measure of duty, judged solely by the
imports, the total production being $18,400,449 and the total

imports $3.553.448, or 16.12 per cent. Taking the schedule as a
whole it may fairly be said to be prohibitive in its duties.
Large importations are made in some particular line for special
purposes to meet special demands, and would be made no matter
what the duties were. I now ask that the entire table and text
accompanying it may be printed in the Rrcorn.

The VICE PRESIDENT. In the absence of objection, per-
mission is granted.

The matter referred to is as follows:

Imports and prodoction of manufactures of wool compared: Com-
parizon of production and imports of mannfactures of wool can be
made only by values, for the units of :g.mmity rur{y. Comparisons by
value always favor imports, because, as has been pointed out repeatedly
in this report, the average value of the gpoods imported Is higher than
the average valne of goods produced in the United States, This fact
should be kept in mind in studving the table which follows. Table 163
presents the imports and production in 1909 of certain manufactures
of wool and also the percentage which each is of the total of the two.

Production and impaorts of specified wool products in the United Stales
in 1909 and the percentage wwhich each is of the total of the two.

- Per cent of

Item. Value. tot
Woolen and worsted cloth, prodoetion and imports. .. ...| §185, 904, 03 100.00
PrOgnobion. . ... o.oiievemssnnesssdisnananssanananas] 2L 17, 108 07.43
I’“{;’m 4,777, M7 2.57
Blankets and flannels, production and imports 10, €02, 112 100.00
Production 10, 586, 005 98.83
D Imd"'s'"od tion and im 108, 355, 80 100.00

ress 3, nction am T g

e bl el 08, 239, 275 93.33
ot AL AR e e = 7,019, 284 6.67
Carpets, production and imports..... . 48 870,997 100.00
Bt o e . 48,475, R89 09.60
195, 108 .40
18,400, e
8, 553, 448 1«.5
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roduction and imports of woolen and worsted cloth for the
Un’]i?;l %tatg: ignnlm was valued at $185,904.603; 97.43 per cent of
this was domestic production and 2.57 gghcent was imports. The
imports wemssuhstanttally all under the est-value classifleation of

ragraph 37
- s ts of blankets and flannels for the United

The production and im
States In 1909 was valued at $10,692,112; 98.83 per cent of this was

domestie produection and 1.17 per cent of it was imports.

The production and imports of dress goods for the United States
in 1909 was valued at $105.258.500; 93.33 per cent of this was do-
mestic production and 6.67 per cent was imports. The imports included
both the low and high grade dress goods,

The production and imports of carpets for the United States in 1909
was $£48.670,997, 99.60 per cent of was domestic production and
0.40 per cent was imports.

The Brod_ucilo‘u and imports of rugs for the United States in 1909
was $22,043.807; 83.88 per cent of this was domestic production and
16.12 per cent was impcrts. The imports consisted chiefly of expen-
sive oriental rugs valued abroad at over $£4 per square yard. he
average value per square yard of rugs produced in the United States
i%o.l?gi,)w“ 77 cents. (Tarlf Board report on Schedule K, pp.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. On Schedule K, as on every other, the
basis of the argnments made by the manufacturers for high
duties heretofore and now is the difference in the wage scales of
this and the competing countries.

Turn to the hearings conducted by any committee that has
considered a tariff bill and for the most part the argument
presented by the manufacturers who appeared contending for
the duties which they demanded is simply that the wages in
this country are so much and the wages in the competing coun-
try are so much; and, in so far as any attention has been given
to the figures at all, that has been almost exclusively the basis
upon which tariffs have been framed.

“We pay our labor twice as much as the woolen manufac-
turers on the other side” is a statement that rmms through all
of the tariff hearings on Schedule K, and indeed in modified
form upon every other schedule of the tariff bill. Tables are
Abundantly furnished, showing the difference in the wage scales
of the United States and Great Britain on each operation neces-
sary to convert wool into cloth. It is, as a rule, a most mis-
leading form of argument. :

The efliciency of the labor is the vital thing. The wage scale
is only a factor. I may pay a cheap, bungling workman $§1 per
day. My competitor across the street may pay his workman $3
per day; and by his superior skill and intelligence, combined
with up-to-date mechanical devices and methods, his output may
surpnss mine both as to guality and quantity and at a less cost
per unit of product.

And so I say it is time to demand something more than a
mere stntement of the difference in wages paid in this and for-
eign countries.

I digress for a moment to say in this connection what I have
snid many times before in the course of tariff debates, that the
direct and almost certain effect of prohibitory duties, the pam-
pering and coddling of overprotected industries, is to take away
all incentive for advanced modern methods and higher efficiency.
The excessive duties of Schedule K show in a marked degree
this tendency. While we have in this country many highly
efcient establishments under progressive and far-seeing man-
agement, nevertheless the blighting influence of overprotection
is found in a great majority of the woolen-manufacturing estab-
lishments of the country.

The Tariff Board in its report on wool examined this ques-
tion of efliciency in the different establishments investigated.

Industrial efficiency is a large question in itself. A great
many elements of far-reaching importance must be weighed
carefully in connection with any adequate consideration of the
subject. And it is not practical to go into it fully at this time.
A study of the report of the Tariff Board, however, with an
analysis of the tables in which is gathered the results of their
investigation, tends to prove that the establishments paying the
highest wages were produeing at the lowest cost.

On this subject of produoctive efficiency, labor cost, average
wages, and their relation to output, I quote again from Mr.
Stone, chief statistician of the Tariff Board:

In wool scouring, the lowest average wage pnid to machine operatives
in the 30 mills examined was found to be 12.16 cents per hour—

Now, mark that. I repeat it:

In wool scouring, the lowest average wage paid to machine operatives
in the 30 mills examined was found to be 12.16 cents per hour, and
the highest 17.79. Yet the low-wage mill showed a labor cost of 21
cents per 100 pounds of wool, while the high-wage mill had a cost
of only 15 cents. One of the reasens for thizs puzzling situstion was
that the low-wage mill pald 9 cents per 100 pounds for supervisory
labor, such as foremen, eic., while the high-wage mill paid only 6 cents,
Apparently well-paid labor needs less driving and supervising than
low-paid labor.

The Tariff Board conducted its investigations still further.
This was the scouring process for woels. Next Mr. Stone says:

In the carding department of 17 worsted mills the mill paying its

machinery operatives an average waﬁ% of 13.18 cents per hour had a
machine labor cost of 4 cents per 1 pounds, while the mill paying

its machine operatives only 11.86 cents per hour had a cost of 25 cents
Ker 100 pounds. This was doe largely to .the fact that the low-cost

igh-wage mill had machinery enabling every operator to turn out
more than 326 pounds per hour, while the high-cost low-wage mill was
turning out less than 48 pounds per hour.

The same tendency was observed In the carding departments of 26
woolen mills,. The mill with the highest machine output per man
per hour, namely, 57.7 pounds, had a machinery-labor cost of 23
cents per 100 pounds, while the mill with a machine output of only

pounds per operative per hour has a cost of $1.64 per 100 pounds,
Yet this mill, with a cost seven times higher than the other, paid
its operatives only 9.86 cents per hour, as against 13.00 cents paid
by its more successful competitor.

These examples could be repeated for every department of woolen
and worsted mills, but will suflice to illustrate the point that higher
wages do not necessarily mean higher costs. They show that mill
efficlency depends more on a liberal use of the most improved machin-
ery than on low wages. Thoughtfnl planning in arran In% the ma-
chinery to save necessary steps to the employees, careful buying of
raw materials, the efficient organization and utilization of the labor
force In the mill, systematic watching of the thousands of detalls, each
affecting the cost of manufacture, will reduce costs to an astonishing
degree. When the board, therefore, states that the labor cost of pro-
duction In this country iz, on the average, about double that in for-
eign countries, we must bear in mind the difference In costs in our own
country and the causes to which high costs are duve, 'The fact is
that the woolen industry, being one of the best, if not the best pro-
tected Industry In the country, shows an exceptional disposition to
cling to old methods and to use machinery which long ago should
have been consigned to the serap heap. That is where the chief
cause of the comparatively high cost of production in a large part
of the industry is to be looked for.

Mr, President, the next point to which I wish to direct the
attention of the Senate is the resunlts of this schedule, which
is the existing law, and which, as preliminary to what I have
to say upon the existing schedule, I take the time of the Senate
to present. The next step to which I wish to direct their atten-
tion is a scientific test of the operation of the terms of this law
upon this indusiry.

1 have mentioned to the Senate the fact that it has been my
privilege to enjoy what I esteem to be rather exceptional ad-
vantages for the investigation of the subjects—or, at least, some
of them—covered by this great bill. Not all the Senators upon
this floor. I know, would count it as any advantage; but I have
esteemed it so. In this sort of legislation, as in all legisla-
tion which affects the economic life of the Americzn people, I
believe in thoroughgoing, scientific investization; and knowing
that we had a board or commission that had studied this sub-
ject, and believing that they kad investigated many of the
schedules upon which, perhaps. their investigation had not pro-
gressed to the point where they could make report, but that
they had accumulated a large amount of valuable material, I
undertook to locate whatever the Tariff Board, when it went
out of existence, had left as a sort of heritage to anyone
who might be interested in what it had done in its somewhat
short life.

I found that there was a room set apart in the Treasury
Building in which were stored all of the papers and all of the
data of the Tariff Board, their finished and unfinished work,
their original investigations. npon which were based the reports
which they did make to Congress.

It seemed to me, with my views of tariff making, wrong that
that great work, upon which had been expended so much in-
tellicent Investigation, at such large expenditure of the people’s
money, should be altogether wasted, excepting as to that which
had been reported to Congress and was public property; for I
felt that in their unfinished work would be found much valuabie
material which could be ecarried forward and applied to the
great subject of legislation which this Congress was convened
in extra session to consider.

8o I undertook to secure the opportunity to see that material,
and I was finally accorded access fo it by the President's order.
I then secured the services of men who had been employed by
the Tariff Board in investigative work; and the chairman of
the Tariff Board, Prof. Emery, was kind enough to ccme here
and sit down with us for a day and go over this material, aud
put his estimate upon that which was far enough along in in-
vestigation to make it useful and helpful to be carried on
further. I had the assurance of the chairman of the Tariff
Board that the very men whose cooperation and assistance I
had secured were the men upon whom, among others—but he
distingnished them especially—he had placed the ntinost reliance
and upon whom he had laid the very heaviest responsibilities.
With respect to this partienlar schedule, I have had the assist-
ance of the man who wrote the first volume of the report for
the Tariff Board upon that schedule. Not only upon these
schedules upon which they made report have I been able to get
very material assistance, but upon many phases of legislation
covered by this bill T have been very greatly helped in arriving
at my coneclusions by the fact that T had access to the Tariff
Board files and had the assistance of such able men.

Mr. President, I have here not a great graphie chart like that
which hangs on the wall, but I have a table which will present
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and graphically periray the facts to you, if you will take the
pains to examine it in the Itecorp when it is printed. I have not
reduced it to the form of that hanging on the wall of this Cham-
ber. I wish I had been able to do so, for it is a most interesting
and instructive portrayal of Schedule K.

It shows the duties on the Tariff Board’s woolen and worsted

samples under the Payne-Aldrich law compared with the dif-

ference In conversion cost and compensatory duties as found
by the Tariff Board and applied by the expert who prepared
the report on the wool schedule.

I have here before me the samples, nearly 50 in number,
which are known as the Tariff Board's woolen and worsted
samples. They are samples of cloth manufactnre embraced in
Schedule K. which are typical of the whole industry. These
are the identieal original samples which the Tariff Board ob-
tained the costs upon. The table which I hold in my hand I
agk leave to insert In the Rrcorp with the explanatory matter
which accompanies it and which will aid those who wish to
comprehend it in all its details.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ts there objection? The Chair
hears none, and permission is granted.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. This table which follows is a compari-
son of the duties on all of the Tariff Board samples excepting
three or four which could not be inclvded in either the map
or chart hung upon the wall or in my table, for reasons given
below. But it is upon all of the other samples of the Tariff
Board. It compares the duties of the Payne-Aldrich law with
the difference in conversion cost and compensation required as
found by the Tariff Board.

The samples omitted from the table fall into one of the
following classes:

(a) Dress goods weighing less than 4 ounces to the square
yard were excluded.

(b) In some cases the board’s figures were incomplete, so
that all the factors® necessary for the ealculation were not
present. For example, the total English cost for sample 11 is
not given.

between England and the United States. On a few of the
samples the board obtained no English cost, but only the
French or German costs. This is true, for example, of samples
40 and 43.

Dwtiesom Tariff Board woolen and worsted samples under the Payne-A ldrich law compared with the difference in conversion cost and compensatory duties as found by the Tariff Board.

1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 3 9 b 1] 11
Total tory duty | mor quty | PayneAl | total Paye
o b o Ay e '8
Bam- Compen- | 4 4 vato. duty | Differ- | recommend- [ 54 Cn Y | Y valo-] Aldrich dn.
Kinds of cloth. 54 Ad valo- ence in | ed by Tarifl
b Welght | Prica per|, 4,4 rem duty| o quty| under | oonver- | Board on ba- tion | rem duties ties over
0. in ounces| pound. Y10 fin Pa; ¥l Payne- required, | over duty | total neces-
Pavne- in Payne- sion cost | sis of 18 cents :

per yard. Aldrich | Al Aldrich | Aldrich z und on | 2ctording | n to | sary duties,

bill. bill, b bill per P | P arad | to Tarlil' | cover conver-| according to

i content o | Board. | sion cost. |Tariff Board.

wool. (5-7.) (6-9.)
Perib, | Per cent.
1 | Worsted Panama cloth ......... 4.2 | $0.6872 $0. 44 50 | $0.3436 | $0.7836.| $0.2056 £0.26 $0. 5250 £0. 0780 £0. 2580
2 | Faney cotton worsted......... 6.7 . 6285 o 50 .3143 L7543 1394 .26 « 3994 L1749 . 3549
4 | Women’s cotton warp sackina 8.5 .3071 .33 50 1986 .52% L1184 .26 3784 . 0802 » 1502
6 | All-wool Panama.. o 4.7 1 14%9 4 B5 @19 107109 402 .20 62 .20 4027
& | Women’s homespun. . B.2 1774 et 55 4276 . BATA . 2008 .28 4006 <2210 L4070
0 | Woolen tweed. . L13.2 6368 L4 50 3184 . 7684 L1706 +26 4306 L1478 L8278
10 | Women's all-wool blue ﬁcrgBA A 7.5 LBABT .44 55 4657 L0057 . 3205 20 5805 L1362 . 3162
12 | Women's worsted serge. 9.0 . 7200 44 &5 3065 . B3R5 L2763 .28 1202 . 3002
13 | Men’s fancy woolen su!t[ng 16.0 . 3905 .33 50 1053 . 5253 1205 .26 3305 0058 L1358
14 | Faney woolen overcoating. 18.5 L4116 .44 &0 2068 . 6458 L1347 .26 3047 71 L2511
15 | Women’s worsted cheviot. 10.0 . 6360 W44 50 3435 . 85 2817 .28 5417 .ba1s L2413
16 | Covert cloth.. : 1.6 L7731 . 55 4252 . 8852 L2177 .26 4777 L2075 3875
17 | Women’s all-wool eacking ...... 10.5 . 8356 .44 55 4508 . 8a06 2223 .26 4823 L2373 L4173
20 | Women's all-wool broadeloth. . 0.3 1.0181 4 55 . 5600 1. 0000 . 3040 26 5640 + 2360 4360
21 | Faney woolen owereommg ...... 16.0 . 5166 .44 50 . 2583 . 6983 L1676 26 4276 . 0807 L2707
22 | Men’s blue serge. . b 14.0 ¢ W44 50 3207 . 7607 . 2250 .26 5 047 L2847
23 | Men’s bluo worsted sarzs....... 12.0 f «H 55 4050 8450 2783 .28 5383 1367 3067
24 § Fancy cotton-warp worsl.ad ..... 13.0 . 9406 L] 55 . 9623 + 2008 +20 4603 L3215 L5015
25 | Fancy cassimere. . ....occaaeaas 16.0 . 6423 L4 &0 3212 L7612 L1852 .26 . 4452 . 1360 3160
26 | Cotton-warp worsted. . 11.2 . BA87 W44 B5 L4778 L9178 207 .26 5527 L1851 L3651
27 | Women’s cheviot. . = 13.0 . 6888 44 50 L3444 LT84 . 2633 .26 L0811 2611
28 | Men’s fancy woolen suiting. .... 13.0 5000 .44 50 « 2050 . 7350 L2419 .26 5019 L0531 L2331
30 | Faney worsted.. . ... 14.0 L9414 M 55 .5178 L9578 + 2854 .26 . 2324 4124
32 | Fancy fine woolen 12.0 TR 44 &6 L4314 L8714 3295 « 26 3 L1019 L2819
33 | Covert wool cloth... 14.0 9176 .44 55 5047 L0447 L2170 .26 5370 “2n . 4077
34 | Fancy worsted suitin, 11.5 .T701 44 55 L4238 8636 +3548 .26 6148 . 0088 . 2488
36 | Men’s blua serge. .. 18.0 1.14580 .44 55 . 6319 1.0719 . 2585 .28 5185 L3734 . 5534
37 | Men’s black clay wnrsted = 16.0 . 9805 44 55 5442 L9842 L2715 .28 5315 272 L4527
Fancy worsted suiting. . 1 11.5 1.2140 .44 b5 L6677 1.1077 . 3020 .26 6520 . 2757 4357
41 | Black thibet eloth. . ........... 17.0 . T752 4 55 L4264 i . 1826 .20 4426 2438

42 | Men's light-weight bloe serge. .. 13.0 1.2203 .44 55 .6761 1.1161 4179 .26 677 . 2582 4382
44 | Woolon overcoating. ... ........ 24.0 . B257 44 55 . 4541 . 8041 . 1983 26 4553 . 2558 4358
45 | Men's fancy half-worsted sultlng 13.2 1.3548 .44 55 . 7451 1.1851 . 3800 .26 6400 . 3051 5451
46 | Uniform cloth.. gl i 21.0 L9844 L4 55 L5414 L0814 . 2160 .26 47 3254 5056
47 | Black unfinished worsted. . 15.0 11471 A4 55 . 6309 i . 3860 .28 6469 L2440 3940
48 | Men's unfinished worsted 14.0 1. 0998 .44 55 . 6049 1. 0449 L3918 .28 6518 L242 3031
49 | Men's serge. . 13.0 1. 1050 44 55 1.0478 4100 .28 6700 .1978 7m
52 | Silk-mixed worsted. . % 14.2 1. 6042 44 55 9158 | 1.3553 6542 .26 0142 L2611 4411
53 | Men’s unfinished worsted....... 14.5 1. 6000 4 55 8800 | 1.3200 6783 .26 . 2007 L3817

The foregoing table contains representative samples of all the
woolen worsted goods worn by men and women. They may be
classified as follows:

(a) Staples and piece-dyed fabrics are represented by samples
87, 41, 44, 46, 47, 48, and 53. These goods are staple products and
represent a line little affected by fashion. They are often woven
from the gray yarn and then dyed a uniform color. They include
fabries light enough for suiting and heavy enough for overcoating.

(b) Serges are represented by samples 12, 22, 23, 36, 42, and
49. These goods are a well-known standard product, worn
both by men and women. Mills have standard serge patterns
which they run year after year. They are usually piece dyed.

(¢) Fancy woolens are represented by samples 9, 18, 14, 21,
25, 28, and 32. Many of these fabrics contain shoddy, noils, and
waste, but they are substantial fabries and worn by the poorer
classes in our communities. 'They can not be imported under
the Payne-Aldrich rates. They Include woolen tweeds, woolens
with cotton warp, fancy woolen overcoating, and cassimeres.

(d) Fancy worsteds are represented by samples 30, 34, 38, 45,

and 52. These are the fine worsteds made each year to meet
the demands of fashion. At the present time these goods are
more in vogue than fancy woolens. They are figured with some
pattern, usually a stripe, and they often contain silk decoration,
a8 sample 52.

(e) Women's wear goods are represented by samples 8, 15, 16,
17, 20, 27, and 83. In this class fall the heavier woolen and
worsted goods used by women for suits or skirts, The samples
are representative of the great bulk of goods used by women for
these uses. They include homespun weaves, cheviots, cover:
cloth, sacking, and broadeloth.

(f) Lightweight women's wear goods are represented by sam-
ples 1, 6, and 10. These goods are the lightwelght goods used
by women for overskirts or even for lightweight suits. It In-

cludes lightweight serges and particularly Panama cloth, such
as samples 1 and 6. Panamas like sample 1 have a low cost of
production and are produced by the mile.

(g) Cotton-warp goods are represented by samples 2, 4, 24,
These goods represent cheap production.

and 20. The cotton

(¢) The table is based on the difference in conversion cost
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warp makes it possible to run a number of looms to one weaver.
Far more of them are produced in the Unjted States than
abroad, and in a large degree they are used by our poorer classes
where people of like social position abroad would use shoddy
goods. They have a better appearance than shoddy goods, but
they are not nearly so serviceable. They can not be imported
under the Payne-Aldrich rates.

The method by which the difference in conversion cost was
arrived at in the foregoing table is explained fully in the fol-
lowing quotation from an article by W. 8. Culbertson, “The
Tariff Board and Wool Legislation,” which was published in the
American Economie Review, March, 1013, and subsequently as
House Document No. 50, Sixty-third Congress, first session:

WOOLEN AND WORSTED FABRICS.

When the question of the duty on woolen and worsted fabrics is
taken up, a field is entered upon vastly more complicated than that

of and yarns. In Investigating the cost of weaving the Tariff

samples of woolen and worsted fabrics, which inecluded
samples of all the standard varleties nsed for men's and women's wear,
The board, in the first place, obtained the actual weaving cost of each
fabric from the mill originally making it; in the next place, it sub-
mitted the various samples to forelzn and domestic manufacturers
making similar goods, and obtained from them, after their books had
been studied by the board's agents, the cost at which they could make
the fabrics. e res were checked and compared and the record
of each sample written up. e board contented Itself with glving
the costs of converting yarn into ecloth, and it made no effort to report
specifically on the conversion costs of the tops and yarns used in the
making of the fabries. Nor did it attempt to connect its investiga-
tion of weaving costs with its costs of combing and spinning. An
effort will here be made to do this. In Table 10 the difference in
conversion costs between this country and abroad for the samples
reported on by the Tarlf Board is calculated from the raw wool
throngh combing and spinning to the finished fabries. Those samples
on wglch no glish costs were obtalned are not included. In this
table the classification of the Hill bill has been adopted, not necessarily
becanse it is the last word on classification, but because it was the one
most discussed in the SBixty-second Congress.

The ad velorem duty necessary to cover the difference in conversion costs for the samples reporied on pages 651 to 690 of the Tariff Board's report on Schedule K.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
: Total differ- Ad valorem’
Difference in | Difference in | Difference ~ | Price (Eng-
5“;&"‘" Name of eloth. Weight | conversion | conversion |weaving con- ?‘tﬁg "g;t lish totaleost ratuul;waa-
. (ounces | cost for top | cost for yarn | version cost | UE PR | plus 173 per | “”ﬁ‘f
gleyaedy (o2 poond o at Pef o | ‘gidlon | ODET | om
- 2 (2+3-4). * | cost (5+8).
Valued at not more than 40 eents per pound: Per cent.
4 Women's cotton warp saoking. .. ..o.ooiieoiiniiisaianns Ball L e £0.0414 $0.077 £0.1134 £0.3971 20,82
13 Men's faney woolen sui A i e Y e j 10l Gt e . .88 = . 3905 33.16
Valued at more than 40 and not more than 60 cents per pound:
14 Fancy woolen overcoating.......coucereacmncioionnianas 18.5 0477 .087 L1347 4115 ]
a et e e e 16.0 0396 128 1676 .5166 32.45
28 Men's fancy woolen suiting. 13.0 L0570 180 L2419 41.00
Valued at more than 60 and not
1 Worsted Panama... 4.2 . 0698 .162 . 2656 6872 3R.65
2 6.7 (327 009 L1530 . 6285 22,18
3 L7 L0486 174 + 2526 -T115 32.74
8 82 . 0606 .131 . 2006 LTTT4 25.80
"9 12.2 . 0699 .100 . 1706 . 6368 26. 79
12 Women's worsted serge. 9.0 . 0715 .161 L2763 -TH9 38.33
15 Women's worsted cheviot. 10.0 L0706 .168 - 2817 . 6860 41.01
16 2y o e s ML O I 1.6 L0767 .141 21T .Ti31 28. 16
23 Men'sblueserge. ... .....ccocciiuorreiosnsans 14.0 . 0646 L7 . 2250 - 6504 .12
23 Meon’s blne worsted Serge. .. .ociemaiceeaseannn 12.0 . 0623 175 .2783 L7364 37.79
25 Fancy cassimers. .. .cc..ccusmrararansensmarenne 16.0 L0542 .131 L1852 8423 28.83
ol Women'scheviob. ...... . c..iociooioiiians 13.0 0402 .1 L2633 . BREY ]|
32 ADEY DOF WOOBH. ..\ v rcneocsmasssesveateds 12.0 . 0765 .253 . 3295 L TR 42.01
M Fancy worsted suiting. .. ._.... . ..l .. 000 5 1.5 L0728 240 L3548 L7701 46. 07
o e E T e N et e W T 17.0 . 0366 . 146 . 1826 L7752 .50
Valued at more than 80 cents and not more than §1 per pound:
10 Women's all-wool blusserge. . .......cooiouiiieniiannenans 7.5 0T 208 3205 - 8467 B.m
17 Women's all-wool sacking. . . . 10.5 . 0623 100 228 L8358 26,60
24 Fang'ooottou-mrp worsted. 13.0 . 0500 .18 2008 R 21.15
26 1.2 L0663 <200 a7 - 8087 33.70
30 14.0 - 0064 . 169 L2854 4 30,22
3 14.0 . 1000 177 L2770 L9178 30.18
a7 16.0 . 0671 - 158 L2715 . 9805 74
44 24.0 |. sk, . 0803 118 1983 + 8257 24.02
46 niform L TR, L Rty . 0640 2160 L9544 2L
Valued at more than §1, and not more than $1.50 per pound:
5 P S g gy A L Coll e e R ! 2.8 . 0498 .1350 L334 5688 1.4303 39.59
fi All-wool Panoma..... 4.7 488 L1244 .238 4092 1.1489 35.62
T All-wool batiste. .. ... 3.7 476 L1212 305 4788 1. 3038 36.34
20 Women's all-wool br e N e e . 1100 <194 + 3040 1. 0181 20808
36 Men’s blue 18.0 . 0528 L0757 .130 . 2585 1.1489 22.50
35 Fancy worsted suiti: 11.5 L0460 . 271 L3020 1.2140 82.29
42 Men’s lightwoelght blue . 15.0 L0488 L1111 .258 L4179 1.2293 34.00
43 Men's fancy half worsted suitin 13.2 L0216 L1124 248 . 3800 1.338 28,05
47 Black unfinished worsted. ... 15.0 . 0402 21007 B L3860 1.1471 33.73
43 Mm:a unfinished worsted. e 14.0 . (488 L1150 228 L3918 1. 0998 35.62
49 Ly e s R e e S e S 13.0 . 0488 L0072 264 L4100 1. 1050 3710
Valued at more than $1.50 per pound:
52 Bill-mixed worsted.... ... i s s e aea s pe e 14.2 0300 .1602 L4 . 6542 1.6642 39.31
53 Mon’s unfinished worsted.. ... .....cccciinuemmassasannnnas 145 L0484 ~ 2389 .30 6753 1. 6000 42,39

The unit of measure in Table 10 18 1 pound of cloth. Before the
difference In conversion costs of the tops and yarn enterlng into a
pound of cloth could Le computed it was nccessary to determine bhow
much waste there ls in combing and spinning. It should be clear that
because of the wastes in these processes, it reguires more than a und
of {al‘n to make a pound of cloth and more than a ponnd of top to
make a pound of worsted yarn. The conversion cost of the material
wasted, however, must be considered in ealculating the total conversion
cost of a fabrie. At best the method by which the figures in Table 10
were computed is complex. The best way to make it clear is to take
one sample and follow it through all the com{)utntlans.

Sample No. is a men's blue serge weighing 14 ounces to the yard.
In ma n;i" the yarn re«iulred to make 1 cfl.m-.uul of this fabric approxi-
mately 1.24 pounds of top were consumed. The difference in the con-

version costs between this country and England of the top in this fabrie
is 3.0 cents {)er und, and the corresponding cost for 1.24 pounds is
4.84 cents. By this means all the figures in column 2 were computed,
In making 1 pound of sample No. 22 approximately 1.13 pounds of
worsted yarns were used—o0.60 of a pound were used in the warp and
0.53 of a und were used in filling: 2/24s were in the warp.
According to the Tarif Board the difference In conversion cost between
this country and England of 2/24s is 6.31 cents per pound, and the cor-
responding fizure for 0.60 of a pourd would bte 3.70 cents; 1/12s were
used in the filling. While no cost was given for 1/12s by the Tariff
Board, a fair estimate on the basis of the costs given would make the
difference in conversion cost between this country and abroad for 1

pound of this yarn 5.04 cents, and the corresponding cost for 0.53 of a
pound would be 2,67 cents. Adding 3.79 eents and 2.67 cents the re-
sult is 6.46 cents—the difference in conversion costs between this coun-
try and abroad of making the yarn in 1 pound of sample No. 22, This
method of calculating the yarn costs was followed in the case of each
mmﬁle, and the results are to be found in column 3.

The American weaving cost for sample No. 22 was 22.2 cents per
yard and the Epglish weaving cost was 11.93 cents per yard. (Report
of the Tariff Board on Schedule K, p. 603). The latier cost was sub-
tracted from the former in order to obtain the difference In the weaving
conversion costs ger yard between this country and abroad. 'This
difference per yard was then reduced to the corresponding difference
per pound, or 11.7 cents. In this manner cach of the costs In column
4 of Table 10 was computed.

Column 5 1s the sum of columns 2, 3. and 4 and shows the total
difference In cents per pound bLetween this country and England of
converting wool through all the processes Into finished eloth. For
sample No. 22 this cost is 22.5 cents.

It next became necessary to determine the price on which the duty
would be assessed If the fabric In question were imported. Under the

resent administration of the ecustoms this price would, of course,
the forelgn ce. The Tarif Board did not give ces for the
ussion, but it did give the total costs. Upon the
basis of the total cost the price is computed. Recurring to sample
.. 22, the total English cost, i. e., both material a convers
costs, for this sample was 40.11 cents per yard. This total cost per
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i“d was reduced to the total cost per pound, and to it was added

T4 per cent of itself in order to determine a ﬂgure on which the duty
should be assessed. his method is employed by the customs officials
when goods are billed to this country at cost, and 173 per cent is a
falr allowance for distribution expenses and profit. or sample No.
22 the figure on which the duty would be assessed is 65.04 cents per
pound. This is the way column 6 was made up.

Column 7 Is the real objieet of all the computations in Table 10,
It is the per cent which column 5 is of column 6; in other words, it
is the total difference in conversion costs between ' this country anpd
England expressed in percentage. 1f, then, a duty were being levied
Just adequate to offset the disadvantages of the American manufac-
turer arising from the difference in conversion costs alone between
here and England of sample No. 22, the ad valorem rate would be
34.12 per cent. This duty, of course, does not provide for compen-
sation on account of a duty on raw wool.

There are certain other observations to be made concerning the
method by which Table 10 was constructed. No effort was made to
work out the top costs in column 2 according to the particular quali-
ties of top in the warp and weft. Jor the purpose of avolding con-
fusion and possible inaccuracy, the difference in the conversion costs
between this country and England of 1 pound of tops of the lower
qualities was taken at 3.5 cents and of 1 pound of the higher qualities
at 4 cents. These costs correspond approximately to the results of
the discussion of tops above. uch variations as occur in column 2
are due to variations in the amount of top used in making 1 éloutlti
of each fabric. YWhenever the spaces are blank in column 2, the
fabries considered are woolens, as distinguished from worsteds, and
ho tops were used in their manufacture. Whenever the fabric con-
sidered was in part worsted, only the actual tops used were considered.

In some cases In the construction of Table 10 it was necessary to
make use of information geperally familiar to manufacturers but not
found In the report of the Ta Board. This was truoe in propor-
tioning the material in a pound of cloth between the warp and weft
and In some cases in estimating the amount of loss of material in the
various processes. In obtaining the costs of all the varlous kinds of
yarns used in the construction of the sample under discussion, several
sources of information had to be resorted to. The costs of producing
worsted yarns were taken from the report on Schedule K, and in those
cases where costs were not flven for particular counts the costs of these
were estimated on the basis of the costs given. The costs of cotton
yarns (when a part of a sample) were taken from the Tariff Board's
report on Schedule I. No costs of carded woolen yarns are given by
the Tarlff Board, but it is generally recognized in the trade that the
conversion cost of these yarns in the United States is one-half cent a
cnt, and in the absence of anything better this estimate has been used
here.

These detailed explanations of Table 10 have been made for the
purpose of being frank with the reader. Differences of opinion un-
avo?dahly arise In a subject as complicated as the one under con-
sideration. There Is no desire to force any conclusions on the reader
and therefore the methods of computation are set forth plainly and
the result left to the judgment of him who reads.

The purpose of the foregoing table is fo illustrate the ex-
cessiveness of the Payne-Aldrich rates on woolen and worsted
goods,

In the first place, the ad valorem duty in cents (column 5)
may be compared with the difference in conversion cost as
found by the Tariff Board (column 7). In each case the
Payne-Aldrich rate is excessive and the excesses are shown in
column 10. Even if we, therefore, assume that there is no
excessive protection in the so-called compensatory duties of the
Payne-Aldrich law the ad valorem duties themselves are clearly
shown to be excessive.

There is, however, concealed protection in the so-called com-
pensatory duties of the Payne-Aldrich law. It is difficnlt to
measure this excess, but the table gives a fair idea of it. It
was necessary first to determine what compensatory duty would
equal the actual amount of compensation needed under the
present duties. Of course the importation of low shrinking
wools has increased the protection contained in the so-called
compensatory duties. It is conservative to say that the wool-
grower does not get under the duty of 11 cents a grease pound
in the Payne-Aldrich law more than protection equivalent to
18 cents on the scoured content of wool. If anything, the 18
cents on the scoured content is more protection than 11 cents
on the grease content. Eighteen cents per pound was the rate
in the Hill and Penrose bills of last Congress. The Tariff
Board states (p. 626) that on the basis of 18 cents on the
scoured contents of wool the compensatory duty should be 26
cents. Twenty-six cents was therefore added to the difference
in conversion cost in order to arrive at the total duty required
by the Tariff Board, assuming, of course, that the Payne-
Aldrich rate on raw wool is correct. This is shown in column
9. These fizures were then subtracted from the total duty
under the Payne-Aldrich law (column 6), and the excess is
shown in column 11, ¢

1t should be distinetly understood that this table does not
indorse ilie 18-cent duty on the scoured content of wool. It
is used simply to get a comparable basis.

Without taking the time of the Senate to go into the details,
let me.say that being fortunate enough to have the assistance
of an expert upon this schedule I have been able to make this
table include the total conversion cost from the raw wool to
the finished eloth. I believe that the chart hanging on the wall
starts with the yarn instead.

Without describing these various samples of cloth and their
use, I am going just to call the attention of the Senate to them
by number, because it will save time. Then I am going to give
you not all the details that you will find in the table, which
are very interesting, such as the compensatory duty and the
ad valorem duty under the Payne-Aldrich law, the total duty
under the Payne-Aldrich law, the difference in conversion cost
per pound, the compensatory duty recommended by the Tariff
Board on a basis of 18 cents per scoured pound of wool con-
tent, the total duty and compensation required according to the
Tariff Board, the excess of the Payne-Aldrich ad valorem dnties,
the different duty necessary to cover the conversion cost, and
the excess of the fotal Payne-Aldrich duties over necessary
duties, including compensation, according to the Tariff Board.
I just want to read the excesses shown in the last column to
you that we may see what the burden is that the American
people have to bear at this time under existing law.

Sample No. 1, excess of the total Payne-Aldrich duties over
the total necessary duties, according to the Tariff Board, 25.80
cents per pound.

Sample No. 2, 35.49 cents per pound.

Sample No. 4, 15.02 cents per pound.

Sample No, 6 is an all-wool Panama.

I stop to mention that, because it is a rather cheap class of
dress goods worn largely by the American people. On all-wool
Panama, No. 6, the excess of the Payne-Aldrich duty over that
which is necessary to measure the difference in the cost of pro-
duetion and furnish compensation is 40.27 cents a pound.

Women’s homespun, 40.70 cents a pound.

Woolen tweed, 32.78 cents a pound.

Women's all-wool blue serge. 31.62 cents a pound.

Women's worsted serge, 30.02 cents a pound excess, which
measures the overprotection. Do you begin to realize what
thinned us out on this side of the Chamber?

Men's fancy woolen suiting, 13.58 cents a pound execess pro-
tection.

Faney woolen overcoating, 25.11 cents a pound.

Women's worsted cheviot, 24.18 cents a pound.

No. 16, a covert cloth, 38.75 cents per pound excess,

No. 17, women's all-wool sacking, 41.73 cents excessive pro-
tection.

Women’s all-wool broadeloth, 43.60 cents excessive protection.

I'aney woolen overcoiting, 27.07 cents a.pound excess pro-
tection,

Men's blue serge, common, worn by everybody, 28.47 cents a
pound execess protection.

Fancy cotton warp worsted, 50.15 cents a pound excess pro-
tection.

Fancy cassimere, 31.60 cents a pound excess.

Cotton warp worsted, 36.51 cents a pound excess.

Women's cheviot, 26.11 cents a pound excess.

Men's faney woolen suitings, 23.31 cents a pound excess.

Fancy worsted, 41.24 cents a pound excess.

Faney fine woolen, 28.19 cents a pound exess.

Covert wool cloth, 40.77-cents a pound excess.

Fancy worsted suiting, 24.88 cents a pound excess.

Men's blue serge, 55.34 cents a pound excess

When you get down to the common ones I tell you there is
where you get the excess duties.

Men's black eclay worsted, 45.27 cents a pound excess.

Faney worsted suiting, 45.57 cents a pound excess.

Black thibet cloth, 42.38 cents a pound excess.

Men's lightweight blue serge, 43.82 cents a pound excess.

Woolen overcoating, 43.58 cents a pound excess.

Men's fancy half-worsted suiting, 54.51 cents a pound—more
than it was necessary to measure the difference in the cost of
production and furnish compensation,

Uniform cloth, 50.56 cents a pound excess.

Black unfinished worsted, 39.40 cents a pound excess.

Men's unfinished worsted, 39.31 cents a pound excess.

Men's serge, 37.78 cents a pound excess.

Silk mixed worsted, 44.11 cents excess protection.

Men's unfinished worsted, 38.17 cents more than was neces-
sary to furnish a complete and thorough protection.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin
vield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I do.

Mr. NORRIS. I should like to inquire of the Senator if he
can give us that excess as applied to yards, or will the table
show it?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The table will not show it, because the
duty is measured by pounds, and the whole matter must be
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fizured out by the pound. But reference is made to the Tariff
Board's report where every Senator will have the opportunity
to make investigation into the full text relating to the matter.

Mr. NORRIS. I make the inquiry because to the ordinary
person the illustration would be enhanced in value very much
if in each case the amount were given in yards.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Of course that would be available, it
all the while depending upon the weight of the goods.

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; it would vary with each sample, I
understand.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. But according to the views of the
Senator from Nebraska I am sure there should not be one cent
of excess protection over and above that which measures the
difference in the most of production.

Mr. NORRIS. Certainly not. I agree with that proposition,

but I will say to the Senator that the ordinary person judges
cloth not by the pound but by the yard, and it seems to me it
would elucidate the argument the Senator is making if we knew
in each case how many pounds there were in a yard or how
many yards there were in a pound.
* AMr. LA FOLLETTE. As it is all measured by the pound and
as the weight of each sample varies, it would have been quite
an additional labor to have figured out the yards. But it shows
that throughout the whole schedule—for this is a representative
class of samples typical of the industry—the duties are extrava-
gant and prohibitory. They are not simply extravagantly pro-
tective, but they are prohibitory.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President——

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield to the Senator.

Mr, SUTHERLAND, The Senator has given us the amount
of excess upon the various-samples. Does the Senator’s state-
ment show the amount of the duty so that we can determine the
percentage of excess? -

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Oh, yes. It shows the weight in
ounces, It can be figured out. I fancy that perhaps what the
Senator from Nebraska just asked me about can be computed
from this table, but it will reqguire some computation on the
part of anyone interested in it. The weight in ounces per yard
ig given.

Mr. NORRIS. If that is given, anyone will have sufficient
data by which to fizure it out for himself.,

Mr. LA FOLL E. The price per pound is given. The
compensatory duty in*the Payne-Aldrich bill is given per pound.
The ad valorem duty in the Payne-Aldrich bill reduced to cents
per pound is given. The total duty under the Payne-Aldrich
pill per pound in cents is given. The difference in conversion
cost per pound is given in cents, The compensatory duty
recommended by the Tariff Board on the basis of 18 cents per
pound on the scoured content of the wool is given. The total
duty and compensation required according to the Tariff Board
is given. The excess of the Payne-Aldrich ad valorem duties
over the duty necessary to cover conversion cost is given, and
the excess of the total Payne-Aldrich duties over the total
necessary duties according to the Tariff Board is given.

Now, Mr. President, that brings me to another phase of this
schedule, which is of deep and vital interest to the American
people, The framers of the pending bill were confronted by
these enormously excessive duties and they addressed them-
selves fo the solution of the problem according to their standard.

They have reported to the Senate a bill which places wool
upon the free list and, in a marked degree, reduces the duties
upon all of its manufactured products.

I approached the consideration of the questions presented by
the pending legislation on this schedule, I think, without any
prejudice, or if I had any I am sure that it was in favor of the
producer of the raw material which enters into the manufac-
tured products of the wool manufactures. I was born and
reared and spent all the years of my boyhood and early man-
hood upon a farm, and because we are all affected by our
environment and association in that formative period of our
life, I think all of my sympathies and attachments draw me to
the farmer's side of any question in which his interests are in
iszue,

I have made such investigation and such study of the effect
of free wool on the producer of wool as I have been able, and
with the indulgence of the Senate I shall present the result of
that investigation for whatever it may be accounted to be
worth. It is the result of painstaking effort and a sincere desire
to reach a sound conclusion.

It is important at the outset to recognize that the question
of woolgrowing and the tariff is, like most economic questions,

T——280

very complex, and that the effect of the tariff upon the growth
and maintenance of the industry has been grossly exaggerated,
Among the factors other than the tariff that have influenced the
industry in the past, C. W. Wright (* Woolgrowing and the
Tariff,” p. 319) enumerates: ‘

(a) The spread of population.

(b) The rise of manufactures.

(e) The relative changes in the prices of agricultural prod-
ucts and the competition of other farm pursunits.

(d) The abnormal conditions of war with its distorting
inflation of the currency.

(e) The opening of the far West.

(f) The greater relative profits in other iines of agriculture.

The tariff has without doubt been an influence; it has been
too much belittled by the free trader and too much exagger-
ated by the protectionist. It has maintained the price of wool
at a level that made it profitable to keep more sheep than would
have been kept under free wool, and it has enabled woolgrowing,
as distinguished from mutton raising, to remain an independent
industry.

The questions that present themselves are: What parts of the
woolgrowing industry will be destroyed by free wool? Can the
parts that will be destroyed be maintained and defended on an
economic basis?

There are in the United States three distinct classes of sheep:

(1) The fine-wooled merino of Ohio and adjoining States.

(2) The crossbred sheep of the Middle Western and Eastern
(farm) States.

(3) The range sheep.

FINE-WOOLED MERINO SHEEP AND THE CROSSDREDS.

The net charge against fine merino wool, according to the
Tariff Board, is summarized in the following table. The table
is based on the table on page 369 of the Tariff Board's report
on wool, which I will ask leave to incorporate in my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PoMeERENE in the chair).
In the absence of objection, permission to do so is granted.

The table referred to is as follows:

TABLE 1.—XNet charge against ﬂug n;erhlo wool produced in the Eastern

tates,
Pounds of wool. Receipts.
Average
net charge
Percent- | Percent- | Percen nga{nsl.
Number, ageof |age from | from other | OO 3{’?‘
total. wool. | sources, | Pound.
6 ki 22 $0.42
10 77 3 .82
15 71 2 A4
22 71 2 .22
42 87 43 .12
5 38 62 .06
100 G4 36 19

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. As the table shows, the great part of
the cost of these flocks is carried by the receipts from wool,
the average being 64 per cent from wool and 36 per cent from
other sources. This explains why the net charge against wool
is abnormally high. To the uncompromising protectionist these
figures prove the need of higher protection than given by the
present tariff bill; to the advocate of free wool they prove that
the particular type of sheep that make up these flocks is not
adapted fo the conditions of the country. There are in the
Eastern States about 5,000,000 sheep to which the costs in Table
1 apply. The product of these flocks competes with the merino
fleeces of Australia, where the net charge against wool is only
a few cents. Nothing short of a prohibitive tariff would make
this method of growing wool profitable, It is a highly special~
ized industry trying to raise a type of sheep that yields little
or no income from mutton. Merino are desirable on the range
where a hardy sheep with flocking characteristics is needed,
but it is out of place in a farming community.

Free wool would eliminate the pure merino type, but it would
not destroy the industry. By crossing with mutton bucks or by
introducing the mutton types of sheep the receipts from mutton
could be increased and the income from wool would still remain.
The Tariff Board showed that the net charge against wool
grown on the crossbred sheep in the Eastern States was less
than nothing; that is, the receipts from mutton more than paid
the cost of maintaining the flocks and the wool was all “ velvet.”
On page 369 of the Tariff Board report it is shown that eof the
receipts from 159,896 pounds of wool raised on crossbred sheep
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only 33 per cent was from wool and 67 per cent was from other
sources—chiefly mutton.

* It follows, therefore, that if the eastern farmers will adopt
the crossbred or mutton types of sheep they can raise wool
profitably as a by-product without any tariff. The United
Kingdom furnished a good example of a free-wool country with
extensive flocks. There are sheep in every county in England.
In 1910 the United Kingdom, with an area of 77,690.240 acres,
contained 51,164,587 sheep and lambs, or 1 sheep or lamb for
every 2.5 acres. The United States, on the contrary, with an
area of 1,903,461.,760 acres, contained in the same year 52.-
447,861 sheep and lambs, or 1 sheep or lamb for every 36.3
acres, The condition in the United Kingdom goes to show
that we have not touched our woolgrowing possibilities in this
country, and that woolgrowing, as an incident to general farm-
ing, can be made profitable under free wool. Free wool will
force a readjustment in the eastern woolgrowing conditions.
Many farmers who now keep fine merino flocks as a matter of
pride or on account of tradition will be foreed to abandon the
pure merino type, except as a breeding proposition. If. how-
ever, he keeps his head and turns to a type of sheep adapted
to the new conditions, he, as well as the public generally, will be
benefited. He will already find his neighbors owning 10,000,000
crossbred sheep, that would be profitable under free wool.

The Tariff Board divides the merino sheep of the East into
classes, the first including such heavier types as the French
Rambouillet, the Black Top, and the Delaines; the second. the
small American merino. In addition to these there are the
crosshreds. Of the eastern sheep the board says:

The results clearly differentiate three types of flocks: (1) Crosshred
flocks, produeing a medium fleece and showing receipts from other
sources, chiefly mutton, which are sufficient, or nearly sufficient, to
cover the cost of maintaining the flock; (2) pure-b or highfmd.e
flocks of Imlproved merinos, producing a somewhat heavier clip of
superior wool and showing receipts from other sources, which, although
the cost of malntenance, are in many
cases r‘l"ge enough to afford the wer a falr profit; and (3) flocks
that produce a lighter fleece a show receipts from other sources,
which are far from sufficlent to cover the eost of maintenance ; so that,
as the receipts from wool are not large enough to cover the flock ex-
pense, the Industry seems to be carried on either at a very narrow
margin or, in many cases, at a decided loss.

THE RANGE SHEEP.

I come now, Mr. President, to the case of the range sheep.
The net charge against wool in the far West, according to the

usually not sufficient to cover

Tariff Board, is summarized in the following table, marked
“Table 2,” which, Mr. President, I ask leave to incorporate in my
remarks without reading in detail. I will merely say that the
calenlations of this table are based to be 20.764.713 pounds of
wool. The receipts from wool are 43 per cent of the total, the
receipts from other sources are 57 per cent, and the average net
charge per pound against wool is 10.9 cents.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there be no objection, the
table referred to by the Senator from Wisconsin will be printed
In the Recorp. The Chair hears none.

The table referred to follows.

TaBLE 2.—XNel charge against wacl produced in the range States.

Y Mmenndl 3
e e

age from m ot
wool. SOUMCES. pound.

Numberofx%:mds:

AR o LT e e 12.7 4.7 52.3 $0.237
BRI v 18.5 40.8 50. 2 .168
5,450,088 26.3 47.4 52.68 .19
25 42.0 58.0 077
9.0 36.2 63.8 027
1L 0 28.9 7.1 +.000
100. 0 43.0 57.0 109

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. These figures are given more in detail
in Table 3, which is taken from page 329 of the Tariff Board's
report on wool. The average rate of income on capital should
be studied in connection with the proportion of receipts from

' sources other than wool.

I ask leave to have incorporated, without reading in detail,
that which in my netes is marked “ Table 3. This is a summary
of the Tariff Board's statistics relating to the net charge against
wool raised on the range in the far Western States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the absence of objeciion,
the table referred to by the Senator from Wisconsin will be
printed in the REecorp.

The table referred to is as follows:

TABLE 3.—Summary of the Tariff Board's statistics relating to the net charge against wool raised in the range or far Western Statey.

Cases. Eheep. Pounds of wool. Recelpts. 1
Avorage | Differ-
shick ence be- | Aver-
Per eharge [LVeen net rate
Net charge. o Pe:; Pe:t- Par:-_ Wool. st Dier Percent- Aver- pisin i E of in-
um-| cen cen cen age from age aver- on
ber. | ago of | NUIDEL. | gop op | NUmDbEr. | 40 o = o | sources. other Total. m age selling| capital.
total. total. total. wool. sources. cent. price.
20 centsand above....] 40| 12.1 | 438,541 | 13.9 | 2,636,207 | 12.7 | §479,858.88 | 47.7 | $526,957.52 562.3 | $1,006, 816. 38 | 100.0 $0. 237 $0. 055 -0.1
15 cents and under 20
59| 17.9 | 604,268 | 18.9 | 3,806,815 | 18.5 | 656,814.50 | 49.8 | O661,554.53 50.2 | 1,318,360.33 | 100.0 . 168 .003 —0.5
71| 21.5| 807,775 | 25.6 | 5,450,088 | 20.3 | 825,627.50 | 47.4 | 912,737.26 52.6 | 1,738,364.76 | 100.0 119 .034 3.8
74| 22.4| 677,545 | 321.5 | 4,665,141 | 22.5 | 733,840.53 | 42.0 (1,013,038.76 B68.0 | 1,746,886.29 | 100.0 017 .08 10.7
42| 12.7 | 352,912 | 11.2 | 2,293,087 0.0 | 852,830.12 | 86.2 | 622,219.93 63.8 975,050.05 | 160.0 037 .128 15.3
44 | 13.4 | 280,690 8.0 | 1,874,287 | 11.0 | 262,850.30 | 28,9 | 648,132.58 71 910,991, 88 | 100.0 039 179 24.2
Total.....cccoo..| 330 | 100.0 |3,151,731 | 100.0 [20,764,713 | 100.0 is.an.mu 43.0 4,384, 635.58 67.0 | 7,696,478.60 | 100.0 . 109 050 6.2
Tha above table shows that the total receipts per head vories widely—from 49. 8 per cent

in Group 11 to 28.9 per cent in Group IV—with an aw
egainst 8 pound of wool and the lower is the average net

Afr. LA FOLLETTE. I will not take the time of the Senate
40 go fully into that table, and shall only say that it will be
observed from Table 3 that as the percentage of receipts from
sources other than wool—that is, chiefly mutton—increases the
net charge against wool decreases and the average rate of in-
come on capital increases.

COMYETING 'COUNTRIES.

Mr. President, what are the countries with which we have to
compete under the conditions existing in America to-day?

The countries which compete directly with the United States
in woolgrowing and on which the Tariff Board furnishes in-
formation are Australin, New Zealand, and Argentina.

AUSTRALIA,

In 1910 there were 80.041.520 sheep in Australia. These may
be classified according to the size of flocks as in Table 4. The
high proportion of large flocks shows that range conditions are
almost universal.

ne on

n which the average receipts from wool per head constitute of the a
ntﬁpar;;} It will be noted that in general the

this percentage is the higher is the average net charge

I ask, Mr. President, permission to incorporate in the Recorp
this table, which is marked “Table 4,” without reading it in
detail.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there Is no ohjection, it is so
ordered.

The table referred to is as follows:

TanLe 4.—8ize of flocks in Australia.

Under 500 6, 622, 593
500 and under 1,000 6, 623, 140
1,000 and under 2.000 8, 517. 920
2,000 and under 5.000 12, 716, 449
5,000 and under 10,000 10, 485, 392
10,000 and under 20.000 407,
20,000 and under 50,000 17, 287, 396
50,000 and under 100,000 9, 903, 2
100,000 and upward 4, 378,
Total 80, 941, 520

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. In Australia, beeause of the abundanee
of pasture land, it is profitable to raise the merino; that is, it is
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profitable to raise sheep for their wool only. The Government
has a system of leasing public lands that is a benefit to the wool-
grower. About 85 per cent of the sheep in Australia are merino.
The so-called paddock system is common in Australia. Under
it sheep are left in a large fenced inclosure. The system pro-
tects the sheep and economizes labor. As compared with
it the haphazard system pursued in the United States is waste-
ful and expensive, Upon this point the Tariff Board said:

Under our shepherding system much more labor is required than
under the paddock system and the unfavorable range conditlons of the
United States still further increase the amount of labor required.
Whereas in Australin and South America the cost of the actual labor
of caring for the sheep is merely nominal, in the United States, on
the other hand, this item alone is a heavy burden, constituting about
38 gents of the 82 cents which is the average total labor charge per

Letile i

Most of the large free ranﬁes

raising have been broken up by

af the enrly days of western shee
the coming of the homesteader; an
in order to utllize the free range remaining the flockowner must now
yun his sheep in comparatively small bands. Furthermore, the land
policy of the United States has been unfavorable to the holding of large
tracts of land, and therefore grazing land belonging to flockowners or
leased by them from the State or from private parties often congists
of scattered sections.

Furthermore, the grazing lands are, as a rule, the waste parts of the
country, mountainous, semiarid, and producing but scant herbage, and
are, to a great extent, fit only for sheep grazing. Thus, while forage
may be obtained free or at a low cost, the remoteness of the grazing
lands, the nomadic nature of the grazing, the scarcity of water, the
danger of predatory animals, and the constant need of care to prevent
trespassing, necessitate an expenditure for labor so great as almost
entirely to overshadow the ndvantage of the cheap forage. -

Owing to these conditions the number of men required in the United
States for the direct care of sheep—that is, the number of herders and
camp tenders—has for some years steadily increased, until at present
one man is required for about 1,000 sheep, whereas one boundary rider
can attend to 10,000 to 20,000 sheep in Australla and 10,000 to 15,000
in South America, according to the carrying capacity of the land ; and
in those regions of South America where the sheep-herding system is in
vogue the large open ranges make it possible for one man to care for
about 5,000 sheep.

XEW ZEALAND.

In 1011 there were in New Zealand 23,290,503 sheep in flocks.
Of these, 21,525,084 were crossbred and other mutton sheep
and ouly 1,765,419 were merino sheep. A great proportion of
the cost of maintaining the New Zealand flocks is therefore
carried by the mutton production. On the cost of production
in New Zealand the Tariff Board said:

TUpon the net charge agalnst a pound of New Zealand wool there
seems to be some very definite fizures. The tremendous increase in
their young stock, the ability to fatten their old ewes and sell at good
prices, the high carrying capacity of their lands, and other favorable
conditions all tend fo reduce the cost of production. This, together
with very high average prices for both their wool and mutton output, a
high average shearing, a moderate amount of investment in improve-
ments, ete., makes it appear as if the mutton output from ags' given
flock in New Zealand must cover almost the entire cost of production,
leaving the wool practically free of all charges, or not to exceed a few
cents at the extreme.

ARGENTINA.

Argentina contained in 1908, 67,211,754 sheep, the great pro-
portion of which were crossbred.

The Tariff Board found (p. 11) that the net charge against
wool raised in Argentina was between 4 and 5 cents.

AGRICULTURAL COMPETITION.

I wish now, Mr. President, upon another point, to submit
something upon the agricultural competition which presses upon
sheep growing in the United States, and I quote a very inter-
esting observation from €. W. Wright in his work on Wool-
growing and the Tariff. He says:

In the United States the situation is such as to render any marked
advance in the woolgrowing industry improbable and a gradual decline
Experience indicates that the power to prevent this is not to
be found in the present tariff. If the industry is to be maintained in
a ?uslitlon of the same relative importance as formerly, a higher tarilt
will be necessary. A fariff which simply offsets such advantages as the
forelgn woolgrower ma¥ have in relatively cheaper cost of production
is not sufficlent. The foreign fleece is by no means the only rival of
the American; equally serious competitors are found at home in the
greater relative profits of other lines of agriculture., The very ad-
vantages and great natural resources of the country thus become an
obstacle, Therefore, if the lands of the woolgrower prove to be par-
tienlarly well adapted for something else, and it is stlll deemed Dbest
that his sheep be not abandoned, he must have a duty such as will
make wool at lenst as profitable as that other product for which his
land is so well adapted. The greater the superiority of the land—the
better fitted it becomes for other things—the heavier must be the duty.
To some this may aﬂ)enr to make the cost of protection high, but as
the history of the old woolgrowing centers shows, it Is a cost which
the adoption of this policy involves,
the policy—

I repeat—

It does not necessarily condemn thé policy. It is simply one of the
things to be weighed In the balance against such advantages as the
maintenance of the industry may secure to the country.

1t does not necessarily condemn

MUTTOX.

The Tariff Board figures in Table 3 show that where mutton
is the predominant source of income wool can be raised as
cheaply in the United States as any place in the world. They
show that even with the present duty flocks can not be main-
tained profitably for wool alone. This fact is confirmed by the
Tariff Board. It says:

These figures indicate that under present conditions s)mei:' raising
can not be profitably carried on for the sake of the Wwool alone, and
that if the indasiry is to pros'ﬂ«lar, the receipts from mutton must cover
a large part of the costs. e loss Incurred in exclusive wool pro-
duction is the result of two causes—(1) the gradual encroachment of
agriculture on grazing lands and the consequent great increase in the
costs of sheep growing, and (2) the gradual decline of wool values,

The decline in the profits of wool production has, however, been
accompanied by an increase in the demand for mutton, resulting from
the fact that the production of pork and beef has not kept pace with
the growth of population. And at the same time the development of
refrigerating facilities has made it possible for the flock owners of
countries which, like Australin and South America, are far from
centers of population to market their mutton.

The extent ¢f the increase in mutton consumption is indlcated by
the statisties of receipts of sheep, cattle, and hogs in the Chicago
stockyards during the last 40 years. In 1870 there were received,
round numbers, 350,00 nheeg. 633,000 eattle, and 1,690,000 hogs;
in 1880. 336,000 sheep, 1,382,000 cattle, and 7,060,000 h ; In 1890,
2,180,000 sheep, 3,484,000 cattle, and 7,660,000 hogs ; in 1800, 3,550,000
sheep, 2,729,000 cattle and 8,109,000 hogs; and in 1910, 5,229,000
sheep, 8,053,000 ecattle, and 35,587,000 hogs: and it is estimated that
in 1911 there will have been received 5,668,000 sheep, 2,920,000 cattle,
and 7.031,000 hogs. The receipts of cattle reached a maximum in 1892
and since then have gradually declined. The receipts of hogs reached
a maximum in 1898 and have undergone a sharp decline since that
ear. But the number of sheep received has constantly and rapidly
%cigasqd, h“m{ﬁ pm;;aed tthe rllec;zlpt; fr(.-mi ctattl;: hln 1894 and bLeing
n e present time almost equal to the receipts of hogs. These figures
are embodied in the following table: s =

1870 1880 1890 1900 1910 1011
3,550,000 | 5,229,000 | 5,668, 000
2,729,000 | 3,053,000 | 2,920,000
8,100,000 | 5,587, 7,031,000

1 Estimated.

It seems to me, Mr. President, that the position then of the
advocates of free wool toward the flocks in the far West is
similar to their position toward the eastern flocks. They insist
that in proportion as the flockmasters put emphasis upon mutton
production their profits will increase and their need of tariff
will diminish. The range conditions that in the past have made
it possible fo raise sheep in the far West for their wool only are
passing and as settlement advances the conditions will continune
to disappear. . Flockmasters in the Northwest are putting
emphasis on muftton production and their flocks are profitable.
The more quickly we recognize in this country that wool is a
by-product and treat it as such the better for the grower and
the public. Free wool is really a concealed benefit to sheep
husbandry in the United States, in my opinion.

NUMBEE OF SIEEP.

There are defects in the census returns for sheep, due to the
change in date of enumeration and the mixing of the count
of lambs and sheep. While, therefore, fine distinctions can not
be drawn from the census figures they are sufficiently aceurate
to show a general tendenecy. Table b shows that the population
of the United States has increased rapidly, but the number of
sheep has declined. The decline is both absolute and relative.
TaBLE H.—Population of the United States anmd numbler of sheep (ex-

cluding lambs) in the United States compared for 1880, 1890, 1909,
and 1919,

8] Sheep

- P°3}“t1§au°“ Increase Smclu ng I&eﬂmmm_u per thou-
Year. Unitea | 0 popu- | lambs) in - |"sand of
States. | Bmta | shesp. |[TY ‘;]f'

Per cent.

-} 50,156,788 |ooocin it 42,192,074 |0 ocnnnrins 841.3

~eaf 62,047,714 25.5 | 40,876,312 3.1 G40, 4

.| 75,994,575 20.7 | 39,852,967 2.5 524.3

91,972, 266 21.0 | 39,644,046 .5 431.5

The best statistics available on the number of sheep in, and
the wool production of, the United States are found in a thble
which I have marked * Table 6,” and which I ask leave to have
printed in my remarks without reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there be no objection, it

will be so ordered.
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The matter referred to is as follows:

TABLE 6.—Number of sheep and amount of wool produced in the United
States, 1840-1912,

EThe number of sheep is based on the census figures 1840-1860 on the
estimates of the Department of Agriculture 1 —1883, and on the
fizures of the wool manufacturers’ bulletin since then. The first column
of figures for the wool elip, belleved to be the more aceurate, is based
on my own estimates for the years previouns to 1862, the figures of
Tichenor and Tingle 1862-1867, the figures of Lynch and Trultt 1868-
18901, and the manufacturers’ bulletin since then. The second column
gl\rcs the estimates of the Department of Agriculture. BSince 1895 the

epartment has accepted the estimates of the bulletin.]

{The figures arve to the nearest thousand.)

Pounds of wool
dueed. o

Number

of sheep. Depart-
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|From C. W. Wright, Wool Growlng and Tarifl, pp. 335-336.]
FARMS REPORTING SHEEF.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. In 1910 there were 610,804 farms Tre-
ported in the census as having sheep. I present a table showing
that mantter somewhat in detail and ask leave to have it incor-
porated in my remarks without reading.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there any objection? The
Chairs hears none, and it is so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

Sheep and lambs in the United States in 1910.

Nuombe: 52, 447, 8061
Value P J=dcs 232, 841, 585
Average wvalue __ 54, 44

Farms reporting
Yer cent of all farms s =

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I shall recur to that table in some
observations which I shall make presently upon my amend-
ment to this schedule; and without taking time to read it, with
the permission of the Senate, I will add a statement of some
of the effects upon the sheep industry of the United States
arising from the Wilson bill. I ask leave to incorporate that
in my remarks.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Is there any objection? The Chair
hears none.

610, 894
9.6

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, was that statement prepared by
the Senator himself?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. It is partially quoted. It is only two
pages, Mr. President. I will submit it, without asking leave to
have it printed.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I do not think anybody would
object to the Senator's printing it.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I prefer to submit it. I thank the Sen-
ator for his courtesy. :

This is a quotation which I make from an article on “The
effect of the Wilson bill on sheep raising,” by one of the mem-
bers of the Tariff Board. My recollection, if it is material to
state it in this connection, is that the member of the Tariff
Board who wrote this article is a Democrat.

EFFECT OF THE WILSON BILL ON SHEEP RAISING.

Speaking of the conditions under the Wilson bill, Prof.
Thomas W. Page, formerly a member of the Tariff Board, suys,
in the North American Review for April, 1913, the following:

In this generation the outgut of wool has had many ups and downs.
It reached its apogee in 1893, and immediately afterwards there hegan
a sharp decline, from which there has never been a complete recovery.
Naturally the woolgrowers attribute the decline to the free-wool provi-
slon of the Wilson bill. And undoubtedly they are in large measure
right, for so many flockowners were ﬁmnfc—strlckcu at the prospect of
free wool that milllons of sheep were hurried to the stockyards, slaugh-
tered at home, or allowed to perish for lack of care, and for several
years few of those that kept their sheep found any profit In them.
But it should not be forgotten that a similar decline both in number
and in profits ocenrred in the case of hogs and eattle, which were in
no way affected by the tariff. The truth is that many forces contrib-
uted to eause the memorable business depression of the middle ninetles.
These bore as heavily upon sheep husbandry as upon other industries,
and just how much of its decline was due to them and how much to the
Wilson bill no human being will ever know.

After a ve? brief period the duties were restored. but in half a gen-
eration they have falled to restore the industry. Not only Is the pro-
duction of wool absolutely smaller than it once was, but it has fallen
constantly still further behind the growing needs of the manufacturers.
At present these are importing from shroad abont two-fifths of the
wool they use, and unless some overwhelming disaster eomes upon their
industry under no concelvable circumstances will the domestie supply of
wool ever equal the demand.

In addition to the comments made by Mr. Page it is important
to note that the decline in the number of sheep under the Wilson
bill was more marked in the eastern farm States than in the
range States of the far West. This was no doubt due in a large
degree to the inability of the fine merino sheep to endure the
competition. Table T shows the effect of the bill upon the num-
ber of sheep in the ranch and farm States. It should be noted
that the farm States have never recovered as far as numbers
are concerned.

If one, Mr. President, can divest one’s self of everything but
the pursuit of the truth he finds this economic study intensely
interesting. I have found it so. I present a table showing for
a period of years the number of sheep for the leading States
where farm and ranch conditions prevail, and ask leave to have
it incorporated in the Recorn without reading it in detail.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

The table referred to follows.

Number of sheep over a ;eriad of years in April for leading Stalcs
where farm and where ranch conditions prevaeil?
[Expresscd in thousands.]

Ranch rm

Year. States? | Statess | Total
24,217 20,119 44,336
2wms| 1098 13431
23,874 | 21,064 ’ 038
23415 | 23800 17,974
22,400 21,102 L 502
2000 17,559 39, 040
21,121 15,349 36,470
21,47 13,737 34, T84
2o | 138 35,672
23,041 13,804 , 805
, 203 14, 085 40,268
26, 760 15,161 41,91
26,518 15, 668 42, 186
25008 [ 14,016 39, 284
24,996 3346 38,342
25405 | 19,128 38621
2086 | 13,075 a8, 541

24,585 14,280 a8,
25,470 14, 852 40,312
28,675 15,618 2,293
25,850 16, 150 42, DO
o1l 24195 15,438 30, 761
1912 & 23,575 14, 506 38,4581

1 Statistics taken from Bulletin of Wool Manufactures,
2 Includes Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico,
Oregon, Texas, Utah, Washington, and w'}-oming.
8 Includes all other States,
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr, President, it is not correct to say
that free wool will not injure anyone. It will injure many indi-

.
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viduals; those who have hung with tenacity to the pure merino
can not prosper under free wool. They, in fact, are not prosper- |
ing now. I do not believe that they can exist under free wool. |
There will also be much unnecessary loss due to the psycholog- |
ical panie which such radical legislation as it is proposed here |
will canse. If something wonld bappen to make sheep owners
forget the tariff, and forget this legislation, a portion of the |
loss would never befall him. !

But, Mr. President, it is my belief to which I have been
forced by my study of this guestion, a belief which I did not
entertain prior to the issuance of the report of the Tariff Board,
that free wool will ultimately place the industry on a sound
economic basis, a sounder economic basis than that upon which
it rests to-day. g

In the course of my reading I came upon a book entitled
“ Sheep farming in America,” by Joseph E. Wing, staff corre- |
spondent of the Breeders’ Gazette. This book has run through |
three editions warranting enlarging it and printing it with |
illustrations. It is an elaborate treatise upon the subject. Mr.
Wing was employed by and made a comprehensive investigation |
of the sheep-breeding industry for the Tariff Board. He is a
Jecturer and staff correspondent of the Breeders’ Gazetie of
Chieago.

I was somewhat curious to know if he were a practical man; |
if he were engnged in the business of producing sheep; if he |
were interested in sheep as sheep, and I had some inguiry made
from which I find that Mr. Jogeph E. Wing, the author of this
book, lives in Mechaniesburg, ‘Ohio; that he is a Republican; |
that he is an streng protectionist, and that he is heavily in- |
terested in sbeep raising. I will gquote from the fthird edition
of his book. ;

The book is devoted to sheep husbandry; Dreeding and .
cross breeding. It deals with mutton sheep; care in win- |
ter and summer; feeding, washing, shearing, marketing; the
flock husbandry in the Western States; the blood ef the differ-
ent herds; the division of the ranges. Indeed, as its title indi-
cates it is a comprehensive manual for the sheep farmer in
America. It devotes as much space to the great western ranches
and flocks as to the eastern branch of the business. It does
not discuss the relation of the industry to tariff rates. Indeed,
I believe the subject is net mentioned from the first chapter to
the last. But in the introduction to the third edition I find
this word of adrice and encouragement from the author to the
sheep breeders of America, submitted in anticipation of the |
tariff changes, which all intelligent men have for years be-
lieved must come sooner or later:

The future holds mo menace, but bope instead. Should wool tariffs
be lowered there might possibly be a small decrease in the numbers of |
sheei: in the West. This would in ultimate effect cause mution values
cons derahlg to enhance, so while pessibly the American consumer
might get his woolen clothing cheaper the sheep farmer would receive
as much for his output of wool and mutton as ever before, and ii
might well be that he would receive more. With all tariff duties re-
moved we might ﬁ:lwlhly sell wool for 15 cents per pound, as the& do
in Canada, if at the same time mutton prices were enhanced, which in
the long run they would assuredly be. While the fleece of the ewe
might bring us 70 cents less the lamb would .brig:‘i us from 85 cents to
£1.70 mo and the income from the farm fi be increased. The
lesson 18 clear. WMo mstter -what ups and downs the shegp market
may see in the near future the wise sheep owner is the one who stays
with his flock and seeks only to make it better and healthier than
before. His reward is assored, .

Mr. President, Mr. Wing did not see a pall of disaster hang-
ing over his industry, even in the anticipation of the remowval |
of all the duties from wool. {

But, Mr. President, the framers of this bill, when they came
to consider the woolgrowers, were confronted with a * condi-
tion ™ as they were when they came to consider the duties .on
manufactured products.

They reduced the duties on manufactures of wool; they did |
not remove them altogether and at once. They were mindful |
of the large capital invested upon the encouragement which the
Government had given under protective duties. They were
mindful of the millions of people employed in these manufac-
turing industries upon the basis of these protective dutles.
And they made the reductions in the tariff wilh a view fo main-
taining the industries in this country under what they call
competitive rates which will be found, for the most part, to be
protective rates.

Why did they not proceed in the game way swith the weol-
grower? They were dealing with an important industry in
wliich, as shown by the census of 1910, they found no less than
010,504 farmers were engnged.

Upon these 610,594 farms they found that there were 58,000,000
sheep and lambs.

These sheep and lambs they found to be of the average value
of $4.44, and of a total value amounting te $232.841 585.

They found that although the number of the sheep and lambs |

had declined in 10 years, the value had increased from

$170,203,000 in 1900 to $232,842,000 in 1910, an increase in value
of 36.8 per cent.

They found that the annual clip of wool from these sheep
amounted to more than §55,000,000.

More than this, they found that these 600,000 farmers had
been encouraged to invest their money and devote their laber
to this business of sheep husbandry, relying upon a tariff
gystem which protected their industry from open competition
with 90,000,000 sheep in Australia, producing wool at one-third
the cost of production upon our farms, 67,000,000 sheep in
South America, preducing wool at one-half the cost of the
American farmer, and of 23,000,000 sheep in New Zealand,
svith a production cost for wool of “not to exceed a few cents
at the extreme,” to guote the language of the Tariff Board.

These 610,000 farmmers had invested their $232,000,000 in good
faith, relying upen a protective tariff which had, with the ex-
ceptien of 4 years, been afforded them for nearly 40 years.
This protection amounted to a varying ad valorem of from 45
to 50 per eent.

Mr. President, fhere has been much contention as to the
value to the farmer of a protective tarifi upon certain products
of the farm, but there is one duty that dees afford protection
to the farmer. That is his duty of 45 to 50 per cent on wool.
"There can be no controversy about that.

You propose in this bill to remeve the duties on practically
all farm products, because you say “they are ‘buncombe’
duties placed there to fool the farmer.” You can not make
that claim for your removal of the duties on weol.

These duties do afford protection to the farmer. They yield
him a substantial protection—a wery substantial protection.
And yet you cut him to the bone as ruthlessly here as else-
where

You may answer that you are opposed to all protective duties
on all American production; but yon bave neot removed all pro-
tective duties upon all American productions. You have left the
manufaeturer of woolen goods what yon eall a competitive tariff.
I think you have left him a fairly adegusate protective tariff.
The tables which I have asked to have incorporated in my re-
marks this afternoon. applying to the duties in your bill, show
that the wool schedule is substantially a protective bill to the
woolen manufacturer. It is net as much as it onght to be on
tops; it is 5 per eent; it ought not to be less than T3 per cent te
be fairly safe. There are one or twe other lines of manufac-
ture mot adequately covered, but in the main you have left a
protective tariff for the mmnufacturer. You call it a competi-
tive tariff. Your process of reasoning in reaching what yom
designate as a competitive tariff has been substantially the
same reasoning that I pursue to get at a protective tariff on the
difference in the cost of productien.

I say you have not removed all protective duties from manu-
factured products. You have left to the manufacturers of
woolen goods what you call a * competitive " duty. I think you
have left him in the main a fairly adequate pretective duty.

You have excused yonrselves for this compromise with your
principles on the ground that you were eonfronted with a con-
dition; that you feund the manufacturer im the enjoyment of
monopoly privileges due to practically prohibitory rates; t{hat
you could not take these excessive duties from him at one
sweep; that every consideration of prudence and fair play re-
quired you to proceed with your purpose to wipe out all pro-
tective duties by a gradual process of reduction.

I think one of the members of the committee, the Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. Witriams], expressed it in picturesque
language one day. Ile said, “ We found the manufacturer on
the top story of the building, away eut on the roof; we could
not push him off all at once, we are letting him down a story
at attlme.” I do not do justice, of course, to my friend's state-
ment.

Mr, WILLIAMS. The Senator has improved it, but it was
something like that. F

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. But why did yeu mot accord the
farmer's sheep industry the game consideration and reduce his
protective duties upen wool one-third io one-half, instead of
stripping him of all protection at one stroke?

Even if you believe that the farmer can reorganize this branch
of his business upon a new basis, which will enable him to main-
tain it in the faece of free competition with Australia, South
America, and New Zealand, why do you not give him time in
which to work out this reorganization without sacrificing his
capital? Is mot that a fair proposition?

You know that cane sugar in Lounisiana can not survive free
competition with cane sugar in Cuba, and you say to the cane-
sugar farmer of Louisiana, “ Brother, we do not believe it a
sound economie policy to longer protect your product. But yom
have been encouraged to invest your money in cane-sugar culti-
vation, you have been accustomed to feel the protecting arm
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of the Government about you—it shall not be withdrawn all at
once. We will temper this drastic legislation to you. We will
take away one-fourth and leave you three-fourths of the pro-
tection you now enjoy for a period of three years. when it will
all be withdrawn and you must stand alone. We do this to
give you time to substitute for cane some other crop which you
can produce and market against all competition.”

This was considerate; this was fair. And if you propose to
destroy cane-sugar production in Louisiana it is wise to do it
with as little waste and loss to the Louisiana farmer as possible.

But why not show the same regard for the producer of wool?
For the life of me I can not see why. The report of the Tariff
Board makes it plain that the farmers who own the millions
of merino sheep, cheafly valuable for wool and of little or no
value for mutton, can not compete with the crossbred sheep of
Australin and South America without a high protective duty.
These merino flocks ean not be crossbred into mutton sheep in a
gingle season. They have bean taught to raise sheep for wool
production alone. Badly taught, if you please, but this has been
their teaching, backed up by a governmental tariff policy, upon
which they have become dependent.

From this high-tariff altitude you precipitate them without
warning to a free-trade level with a crash. This is an unwar-
ranted discrimination against the farmer. It can not be de-
fended as a legislative policy. It can not be defended on any
ethical basis.

The woolgrower is not a wronzdoer. He is not to be treated
as a malefactor. He is an honest, industrious, American citizen.
He works long hours. He practices every economy. He is
entitled to the same measure of justice, the same measure of
consideration in reducing the existing tariff rates which, by
your own declarations made again and again in this debate,
you have shown to the manufacturer in granting him a little
time, a brief season of grace, to adjust his business fo a grad-
ually lowered level of tariff rates.

Mr. President, some days ago I introduced into the Senate
an amendment to Schedule K of the pending tariff bill. I have
this afternoon presented, and there is already upon the desks
of Senators, an amendment upon which I shall ask for a vote
before 1 ask for a vote upon the amendment formerly intro-
duced. The ad valorem duty on wools of the first class at the
present is about 49 per cent. I have here an amendment that
reduces that duty to 30 per cent for one year, the duty to go
into effect on the 1st day of January, 1914. It reduces the duty
at the end of a year to 25 per cent, that duty to remain in force
for a year, and then the duty is to be reduced to 15 per cent, to
continue in force thereafter. For all the paragraphs of Sched-
ule K on the base of each of these duties on raw wool are care-
fully graded duties on the cloth, measuring the difference in the
cost of converting that wool into all the manufactured products
between this country and England.

As regarding the duties provided for raw wool in my sub-
stitute, the level of rates on wool manufactures, except those
upon tops and one or two other items, is substantially the same
as the level of rates provided in the pending bill.

Mr. STONE. But the general average is higher.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The general average would not be sub-
stantially higher, excepting as made so by the fact that there
ig a duty on raw wool incorporated as the basis. I am pleading
with Senators upon the other side that you ought to fairly treat
this farm product—this one farm product of all, perhaps, upon
which the farmer realizes a protection that is substantial, that
is considerable, and which he has had for 40 years, especially
when you treat the manufacturer with such consideration. You
have left the manufacturer of woolen and worsted products
with fairly protective duties, while you have cut the wool pro-
ducer clear to the bone on his wool.

Now, I am just praying—I do not know whether I am hoping
or not—that you will give the farmer a chance to change the
type of his sheep. It will take him at least three years to intro-
duce the mutton breeds by crossbreeding. If you will give the
farmer a chance, he will save the large amount of capital he
has invested in this business. It may be the amount may seem
small to sowe, but I assure you that it is a serious matter to the
600,000 farmers who raise sheep. It seems to me only fair that
the farmer should have some consideration. At the end of three
years my amendment would leave to the farmer a duty of 15
per cent, but you will have given him a chance to square away
and to save himself a little.

Most of you have been in touch one way or another with the
farmer. You know what a life of toil he lives, and you are
aware of the slow saving and the little economies that make up
the life of the farmer. If there is anybody who ought to re-
ceive liberal treatment and not be pushed off from not only of
the roof but of the cupola of the building, clear down, not to the
pavement but into the subeellar, it is the farmer, When you

go through this bill from beginning to end, section by section,
and see the things that are produced upon the farm which you
have put on the free list, do you not think it would let you down
a little easier if you could give the farmer this slight protection
on wool, where he directly receives some benefit?

Mr. President, the amendment I have preposed makes at its
first stage of reduction as deep a cut as you have made in this
same schedule on the manufactured product, and if you adopt
the amendment, when you come to be arraigned for your harsh
treatment on the other products of the farm, you can show here
that you have treated with some consideration at least this
very important’product, the duty on which is not buncombe to
more than a half million farmers; that you have given the
sheep raiser some show for his ecapital and a chance to turn
around and save himself.

I appeal to you, Senators, to make this gradual reduction in
the duties on wool. Although the duties to the manufacturers
average higher and you will not, in the general average, have
quite the same showing with wool at 30 per cent and the rates
fixed on the manufactured products in the amendment, if it be
adopted, you will give no more protection than you do in the
pending bill, and in the next stage, where the duty on raw wool
is fixed at 25 per cent, you will give there no more protection
to the manufacturer than he is given in the pending bill, and
the same is true in the next stage, where the duty is fixed at
15 per cent; you will then give the manufacturer no higher level
of duties than he receives in the pending bill. But you will do
a small measure of justice to the farmer and you will make
this pending bill more acceptable to that great body of our
people who have borne the burdens of excessive duties on every-
thing they have to buy without complaining, but who have
never received directly their share of tariff benefits.

Mr. President, I thank the Senate for its very great patience.

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, I should like to make an in-
quiry of the Senator before he takes his seat. I have under-
taken to make a comparison of the duties on manufactured fab-
ries in the bill with those submitted by the Senator in the first
part of his amendment, where he fixes a duty of 30 per cent on
wool. Does paragraph 297, embracing cloth, knit fabrics, felts
not woven, hosiery, and so forth, correspond to paragraph 15 in
the amendment offered by the Senator?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I have not before me the notes T have
used. The manuseript has been taken from my table just as
fast as it was submitted, and I have not it here.

l\(Ilr. BRISTOW. Section 15 of the Senator’'s amendment
reads:

On cloths, knit fabrics, flannels, felts, women’s and children’s dress
goods— :

And so forth.

They are practically the same. I notice here that the maxi-
mum duty in that paragraph of the Senator’s amendment is 55
per cent. That is in the first part., where there is a 30 per cent
duty on the raw wool, while the maximum duty in the bill on
hosiery is 50 per cent; that ig, the duty in the Senator's amend-
ment on the manufactured article of hosiery is 5 per cent higher
than the duty in the bill, although he has a duty of 30 per cent
on the wool that goes into the hosiery.

. Mr. LA FOLLETTE. If the Senator has the corresponding
paragraph before him, it is possible that there may be some mis-
print in one or the other.

Mr. BRISTOW. I do not know that it is a misprint.

Mr. STONE. Mr. President——

Mr. BRISTOW. I have been advised by the Senator from
Utah [Mr. Smootr] that in the bill the rate was reduced by the
committee from 50 per cent to 40 per cent.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The Senator has the old print.

Mr. BRISTOW. I have the old bill.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. That may explain it.

Mr. BRISTOW. That may explain it; but still it shows that
the bill is exceedingly considerate of the manufactured article.
While the Senator has worked out his duties on the manufac-
tured product upon a basis of 30 per cent on raw wool, in no
instance do any of his duties run 30 per cent higher on the man-
ufactured articles; so that the duty on wool is not anywhere
completely added in this amendment to the duty on the manu-
factured product, showing that. so far as the bill is concerned, it
has treated far more considerately the manufacturers of woolen
goods than has the Senator and the Senator's amendment treated
the producer of the wool, bearing out the contention that he
has made from the beginning, that the duty on the manufac-
tured product in the bill as reported by the committee is very
satisfactory indeed as a protective duty.

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, I was a member and chairman
of the subcommittee which had charge of Schedule K. The
subcommittee gave several weeks of patient consideration to
that schedule, and reported the result of its labors to the
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whole committee—that is, the majority members—and the sched-
ule was considered by them; afterwards the recommendations
of the committee were considered in conference and agreed to.

If it were desirable or advisable, I think a very adequate
reply could be made to the eriticisms of the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr, La ForLLerre] as to the action taken. But I think
the debate should be now concluded, and I iill say nothing
calculated to prelong it. I am unwilling now to enter upon a
rediscussion of this question so as further to prolong the con-
sideration of the bill. I have the highest respect for the Senator
from Wisconsin. Besides being personally a most lovable gen-
tleman, he has impressed himself with great foree on the de-
liberations of this body and on the just attention of the country.
I have only one remark to make of the Senator from Wiscon-
sin—and I say this with the most considerate respect, and in
saying it I paraphrase an utterance I read yesterday from our
distinguished Secretary of State in a speech he made in Maine
a day or two ago descriptive of a Progressive—namely, that the
Senator is too good to be a Republican and not guite good
enough to be a Democrat.

I should like to have a vote on the amendment of the Senator
from Wigconsin.

Mr. JONES. Mpr. President, before proceeding to consider the
amendment of the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] relating
to the inheritance tax, which, as I understand, is the pending
amendment, I desire to submit a few zeneral observations with
reference to the bill, possibly along lines a little different from the
other utterances that have come from this side of the Chamber.

Mr. President, our Democratic friends, in my judgment, have
lost a great opportunity to take the fariff out of polities. If
they had been courageous enough to accept and carry out the
real verdict of the people last fall they would have shown not
only great patriotism but great wisdom. The real issue in the
people’s mind in the eampaign was not so much a tariff for
revenue or a protective tariff as the revision of the tariff down-
ward, The Democrats declared for a tariff for revenue only.
other parties declared for a protective tariff, and the people of
the country, while they placed them in power in a constitu-
tional way, really declared against their policy and in favor of
a protective tariff. The total vofe cast at the election last fall
was 14,720037. On the tariff-for-revenue platform there were
cast 6,292,718 votes, or practically 2,500,000 less than the oppos-
ing parties cast. The Republicans declared in their platform:

We reaflirm our Lellef in a protective tariff.

The Republican tariff polliey has been of the greatest benefit to the
country, developing our resources, diversifying our industries, and pro
tecting our workingmen against competition with cheaper labor abroad,
thus estabtls‘hlnf for our wage earners the American standard of living
The protective tariff is so woven into the fabric of our industrinl and
agricultaral 1ife that to substitute for it a tariff for revenue only would
destroy many indusiries and throw millions of our people out of employ-
ment. The products of the farm and of the mine should receive the
same measure of grotectlon as other products of American labor.

We hold that the import duties should be high enongh, while
a sufficient revenue, to protect adequately American induostries and
wages. Some of the existing import duties are too high and should be
reduced Readjustment should be made from time to time to conform to
changing conditions and to reduce excessive rates, but without Injury
to nny American industry., To accomplish this, correct information is
indispensable. This information can best be obtained by an expert com-
mission, as the large volume of useful facts contaloed in the recent
reports of the Tariff Board has demonstrated.

The pronounced feature of modern Industrial life is its enormous di-
versifiecation. To apply tarlf rates gnstly to rhese changing conditions
requires closer study and more sclentific methods thdn ever before. The
Republican Party has shown by its creation of a Tarif Board its recog-
nitlon of this situation and its determination to be egual to it. We
condemn the Democratic Party for its fallure either to provide funds for
the continuance of this board or to make some other provision for se-
curing the information requisite for intellizent tariff legislation. We

{arotest agalnst the Democratic method of legislating on these vitally
mportant subjects without eareful investigation.

And the Progressives declared in their platform as follows:

We bellave in a protective tarif which shall equalize conditions of
competition between the United States and foreign countries, both for
the farmer and the manufacturer, and which shall maintain for labor
an adeguate standard of living. * * * Tair dealing toward the
people requires an Immediate downward revision of those schedules
wherein duties are shown to be unjust or excessive.

We pledge ourselves to the establishment of a nonpartisan scientifie
tarilf commission, reggrting both to the I'resident and to either branch
of Congress, which shall report, first, as to the costs of production, efi-
cieney of labor, capitalization, 'ndustrial organization and efficiency, and
the general competitive position in this country and abroad of in-
dustries seeking protection from Congress; second, as to the revenue-
producing power of the tariff and its relation to the resources of govern-
ment ; and, thirdly, as to the effect of the tariff on prices, operations of
middlemen, and on the purchasing power of the consnmer, * * The

felding

Democratic Party is committed to the destruction of the protective sgn-
tem through a tariff for revenue only—a pollcir which would inevitably
produce widespread industrial and commercial disaster.

Both of these parties declared definitely for a protective tariff
and a tariff commission, and the vote cast was 7,426,640, or
more than half of the total vote and over a million votes more
than were cast for Mr. Wilson.

Clearly the people did not declare for a revenue tariff. They
did not place you in power because of your tariff declaration,
but despite it. You have been given an opportunity to act as
statesmen and patriots instead of partisans. You could have
avoided the reproach that must come to you and to representa-
tive government by the arbitrary secret-caucus methods that you
have adopted, and which are, in fact, necessary, if you would
carry out your platform promises on the fariff. You should
have accepted the verdict as disclosed by the vote at the elec-
tion. You should have sald that the people have not declared
for a revenue tariff but for a revision downward. We will
acecept that verdiet, and we ask the Republicans to join with us
in the open Senate and work out a tariff bill that will be a
substantial reduction in the present tariff rates, but take into
account, so far as possible, the conditions at home and abroad,
and we will provide for a tariff commission and lay down a
rule for its guidance that will enable it from time to time to
readjust our tariffs in a scientific way and without any dis-
turbance to business. In this way the tariff question would
have been settled and taken out of polities, constitutional and
representative government would have been exemplified, and
the will of the people fully earried ount.

There are those who object to a tariff commission, When I
entered the Senate four years ago I was opposed to a tariff com-
mission. I had never gone through a revision of the tariff and
had no knowledge of what a problem it is. But before we
had concluded the consideration of the Payne-Aldrich bill I was
convinced that we should have a commission at least to gather
the facts in an impartial way and gubmit the same to Congress
for its information, to be used by it In revising the tariff.
Having participated in another tariff revision, I am fully con-
vinced not only that we should have a tariff commission, but
that such a commission should be given full power, in accord-
ance with a rule or standard laid down by Congress, to revise
the tariff and fix the rates. Surely no one can watch the pro-
ceedings here from day to day without being convinced that
no method could be devised under which the tariff would be
revised in a more haphazard, hit-or-miss, ignorant way than it
is revised by this Senate.

We have been considering this bill from day to day, but few
of us have acted upon any of its provisions or amendments
that have been offered upon any definite, certain, and detailed
information of our own. Our votes have been cast for or
against provisions upon such information as has been given to
us by Members on the floor who have given particular attention
to a particular topie, and but few of us have listened to this
information. Most of us have voted upon the majority of the
items simply because those in charge on this side or that side
voted in a certain way. When I say this I am not criticizing
anyone, but am simply stating what everyone knows fo be a
fact. It can not be otherwise. No man on this floor can
acquaint himself with all the business interests and industries
affected by this bill in the short space of time permitted him,
with the multitude of other matters that must be attended to at
the same time. He must vote without information, without
knowledge, except that he votes this way or that because he
believes it is in accordance with a general principle or becausa
he has confidence in some one who has given a particular mat-
ter special consideration. Often during the consideration of
this bill and the adoption of amendments not 15 Senators have
been present, and often when roll ealls have been had the great
majority of the Senate would come in and vote simply as their
party associates voted, Yesterday an amendment consisting of
several pages was presented about which no one outside of the
committee knew anything, and we were asked to vote without
any explanation whatever. If Congress were to levy a certain
tax for revenue purposes and provide a commission and direct
it after careful consideration to fix such rates upon certain im-
ports as it found would afford ample protection to our labor
and our industries, a far more equitable, accurate, and scien-
tific tariff system would be developed than we can possibly pro-
vide for in the method that we must now pursue. The people
are impatient at the delay in the passage of this bill and if they
could watch us here in our deliberations they would be dis-
gusted with us or our procedure. The need of dealing with
the tariff in an entirely different way is imperative. I can not
blame the Democratic Party for proceeding to carry out its plat-
form, but it has neglected a great opportunity to commend itself
to the people as a great, brave, patriotic, statesmanlike
organization.

Mr. President, caucus is king., This bill was prepared in a
gecret caucus of the Democratic Members of the House. Repub-
licans had nothing to do with it. It came to this body and was
referred to the Committee on Finance, and its various schedules
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were referred to different subcommittees composed entirely of
Democrats, The Republicans were eliminated from its consid-
eration. These subcommittees considered the schedules and
submitted their reports to the Democratic membership of the
committee, and the bill, with certain amendments, was finally
agreed upon. The bill and these proposed amendments were
referred, not to the full membership of the committee but fo the
caucus of the Senate Democrats. It was there considered se-
cretly, amended, and agreed upon, and a resolution passed
declaring it to be a party measure, two Senators, we under-
stand from press reports, being given permission to vote against
it on final passage and also reserving the right to vote against
any amendments or for any amendments they saw fit. At 11.30
o'clock on the morning of July 11, 1913, the bill as agreed to in
cancus was referred to the full committee of Democrats and
Republicans and at 2 o'clock of that day was reported without
change to the Senate.

So far as the preparation of the bill is concerned, Republican
Senators might just as well have been at home. They had noth-
ing to do with it and no influence in connection with it, and
those States without Democratic Senators had no representation
or part in the preparation of this measure, and their interests
and industries had no representation except by proxy. No mat-
ter how unjust this bill may be to any industry in my State, no
matter how just and desirable an ameryiment may be, you will
all vote * No" because a caucus has so decided. The bill is
going through a form of consideration in the Senate, but no
amendments of any consequence, however meritorious, can or
will be adopted. because of the binding action of the eancus upon
the members of the majority, unless a further decree be issued
by the caucus anthorizing the adoption of the same.

Mr. President, this is simply a plain statement of the facts.
I do not complain at the action of our Democratic friends: they
have no doubt acted wisely under the circumstances. If we
Republicans had held conferences four years ago we could have
harmonized our differences on the tariff; the schedules would
have been wisely and fairly revised in harmony with the prin-
ciples of protection: the people would have been satisfied and
the Republican Party would be in control of this Government
to-day ; business would be buoyant and confident and prosperity
would be increasing by leaps and bounds. The course the ma-
jority has taken is the course necessary as long as tariffs are
to be revised by Congress and party lines are drawn on revenue
and protective principles. If all were for a tarifl for revenue
only, that policy could be carried out in a bill framed in the open
Senate, each Senator expressing by his vote here on amendments
his individual judgment rather than the aggregate judgment of
the entire membership. If all believed in protection, the same
action could be followed. That is the course we really ought to
take. I hope that we will all be for a revenue tariff or all for a
protective tariff. Until this time comes the wisest and most pa-
triotic course to take, however undesirable we may regard it, is
for the party in power to harmonize its differences in free and
open discussion among its membership. each individual express-
ing his views and opinions, and accepting the aggregate wisdom
of his party as his policy when he can do so conscientiously.

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, with the Senator's permission, I
shounld like to ask him a question. What should he do if he
can not do that?

Mr. JONES. Then he should, of course, vote against the de-
cree of his party caucus. The party caucus should not take the
place or usurp the functions of the legislative body, and no
Senator shonld allow the caucus decree to interfere with his
action as a legislator. ;

As.I was proceeding to say, I will never be bound by any
caucus, but I am glad to meet my colleagues and confer over
matters of party, and after full and careful deliberation I am
willing to walve my individual judgment to the judgment of the
majority, in so far as I can conscientiously do so, on matters of
detail,

The only complaint I have to make of our Democratic friends
is that they have professed such an abhorrence for the methods
heretofore pursued by the Republicans of the House and the
Senate and sought the people's support in order to put a stop
to the arbitrary rules which they claimed were followed and
adopt new and better methods, and now they have gone so far
beyond what was ever thought of in arbitrary and despotic
methods that they must appear to the people of the country,
when it is fully realized what has been done and the course
taken, as loud-speaking Pharisees. They certainly will not be
able to deceive the people again.

Mr. President, the people want this bill passed. They know
it is going to pass and they do not understand the delay. They
want uncertainty ended. If the bill works well every one will
be pleased and we will all be for the revenue tariff hereafter

and can enter upon a revision of this bill in due time withont
any necessity for the eancus. If it works ill, if it distarbs busi-
ness, if it reduces wages, if it brings disaster to the country—
and I hope it will not—then we will all be for the protective tar-
iff and will place it on the statute books in a proper way and
provide for a commission that will bring about an undisturbing,
scientific way of changing the tariff.

I believe in a protective tariff. I believe it promotes happi-
ness, comfort, and prosperity among our people. 1 believe it is
best for labor and best for the welfare, growth, development,
and prosperity of the country. I voted for the Payne-Aldrich
law, not because I approved all of its provisions, because 1 did
not, but because it contained so many important provisions in it
that met my approval that I deemed it better for the conditions
then existing than the law then in foree. I wish I could vote
for this bill, but I ean not. It has some good things in it. I am
for the income-tax provision, although it does not go as far as
I would like. I am for many of the duties in the bill, but it is
so unfair, so unjustly diseriminatory, and so fundamentaily
against my beliefs that I must vote against it, with the sincere
hope, however, that it will be shown that I am wrong and that
the bill will fully justify the sincere hopes of those who favor it.
I know the Democrats are sincere in their belief that this bill
will promote the well-being of the people of this country. I am
willing for it to go into effect under as favorable cirenmstances
as possible. I am not even going to express my fears, but it
goes forth with my hope that no laborer will be thrown out of
employment or have his wages reduced by it; that the farmer's
markets will not be restricted nor his prices lessened; that the
railroads of the country may continue to be taxed to the utmost
to carry the products of the country to and from the market
places at diminishing rates and increasing profits; that financial
institutions may increase their rates on deposits and decrease
the interest on their loans; that manufacturers may continue
working day and night, paying their laborers better wages and
working them shorter hours; that merchants will continue pros-
perous; that clearing-house returns will grow larger; that de-
posits in savings banks will continue to grow; that new busi-
ness blocks and comfortable homes will continue to be erected;
that public and private improvements will continne with un-
abated activity; that our foreign commerce may increase, and
that the unexampled prosperity that now blesses the land, under
Republican laws and policies, may not only continue but increase
under this Democratic law.

Mr. President, just a word upon other matters that will come
up for our consideration. I have the utmeost confidence in the
high purposes and lofty patriotism of President Wilson, not
only as to our foreign but also our domestic affairs, and every
effort he may make to preserve peace between this and other
countries shall have my unqualified support. If I do not ap-
prove his acts, 1 shall not embarrass his efforts by my eriticism.
Partisanship can have no place in our foreign relations; patri-
otism alone should control in the solution of such problems.
While solicitous for the preservation of the lives and property
of our citizens in foreign countries, we must not overlook the
property that must be consumed and the lives that must be
sacrificed of citizens who have remained at home if war comes
between us and any other country. I am sure the President
has all these things in mind, and behind him are our people, re-
gardless of politics.

The currency question is coming up. On it there is no line
of party division. It should be kept out of politics, and we
should consider it as statesmen and not as partisans. There
may have been justification for caucus action on the tariff, but,
gentlemen, there is no excuse for caucus action on the currency.
This question should be considered by the entire committee hav-
ing charge of it. and they should present a bill to the Senate
that can be considered freely and fully and finally passed in such
shape as may meet the wish and patriotic judgment of the
majority in this body. Such a course is expected by the people
and will justify the wisdom of constitutional and representative
government, and this great question will be solved for the best
interests of the people and the Government.

Now, Mr. President, I desire to consider for awhile the
amendment offered by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norgis]
in connection with one which I have pending. On the Sth of
April I introduced a bill providing for an inheritance tax, and
on the 23d of August I proposed an amendment to the pending
bill which incorporates many of the provisions of the amend-
ment of the Senator from Nebraska. I am heartily in favor of
his amendment and I intend to vote for it. I desire to direct
ilie attention of the Senate to some of the provisions of the
amendment which I offered, and in the discussion of it of course
I shall discuss it in a way that will apply to the amendment of
the Senator from Nebraska as well.
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We are accustomed to boast of the amazing growth and
progress of our country and its wonderful commercial activity.
Prosperity is so general and so great that the question as to the
effect of the pending legislation is whether it will permit this
prosperity to continue unabated rather than will it increase it.
With all this prosperity, however, he is blind indeed who does
not recognize that discontent, distrust, and dissatisfaction are
growing among our people. Many think that our legislative
efforts are directed more to the protection of property and
property rights than toward the real betterment and uplift of
the people. It is charged that those who really need help and
assistance are neglected. We depend upon the indirect effect
that may come to the poor and struggling from the protection
and encouragement afforded to property and property rights.
I fear there was too much’ basis for this feeling in the not dis-
tant past and too much for it now.

A law has just been passed in one of the great States of the
Union with reference to child labor and one of its leading papers
makes this statement regarding it:

This measure fixes the age "Imit at which children may be employed
in manufacturing and commercial enterprises at 12 in 1914 ; at 14 in
1915; and at 16 in 1916. It Is expected by this graduoal increase from
year to year to check the evils arising from the employment of young
children without serious embarrassment to employers.

While such legislation ultimately will be of benefit to the
children, their rights and welfare must give way to the financial
interests, and the evils that come to the child must be endured,
for a time in a lessening degree, rather than to bring serious
embarrassment to financial interests. The reverse should be the
case; financial interests should suffer rather than the children.

I am glad to say, however, that a radical change is coming in
this respect. The rights of humanity are being placed more and
more above the rights of commercialism. Mnuch legislation
tending in this direction has been enacted during the last few
years. Laws have been and are being passed to equalize oppor-
tunity, to prevent discrimination and rebates, to protect the
weak, to shorten hours and improve conditions of labor, to pro-
tect children and insure their education, to guard the health of
women, to insure sanitary and healthfuol conditions for the home
and about the workers, to curb rapacity in business and pro-
mote the general welfare of the masses, and to make life mean
more of happiness and comfort to them. This, after all, is the
highest function of government. If government does not mean
happiness, contentment, and equal opportunity, it means nothing.
The questions involved are far above party. They are questions
of humanity, and the end to be sought is one upon which we all
agree, although we may differ as to the methods of reaching the
proper solution. As one step.in. the direction of the solution of
these questions, I have offered this amendment.

It provides for a tax on inheritances, which are divided into
two classes, direct or lineal and indirect or collateral. The rate
of taxation is determined by the value of the individual inherit-
ance and not by the value of the estate. The rate on direct
inheritances is comparatively small and the exemption large.
A father, mother, husband, wife, child, brother, sister, wife or
widow of a son, or the husband of a daughter, or any child or
children adopted may take any amount less than $25,000 free of
taxation. On other amounts the rate is as follows:

of the United States, and in Knowlton ». Moore, 178 U. 8., at
page 109, the court said:

Lastly, it is urged that the progressive-rate feature of the statute is
g0 repugnant to fundamental ¥rinclp1es of equality and justice that the
law should be held to be void, even althongh It transgresses no ex-
press limitation in the Constitution. Without intimating any opinion as
to the existence of a right In the courts to exercise the power which is
thus invoked, it Is apparent that the argument as to the enormity of the
tax is without merit., It was di?osed of in Magoun v. Illinois Trust &
Savings Bank, 170 U. 8., 283, 203,

The review which we have made exhibits the fact that taxes imposed
with reference to the ability of the person upon whom the burden is

laced to bear the same have been levied from the foundation of the
Government ; so, also, some authoritative thinkers and a number of
economic writers contend that a progressive tax is more just and equal
than a proportional one. In the absence of constitutional limitation,
the question whether it is or Is not is legislative and not judicial. The
grave consequences which it is asserted must arise in the future if the
right to levy a progressive tax be recognized Involves in its ultimate
aspect the mere assertion that free and representative government is a
failure and that the grossest abuses of power are foreshadowed unless
the courts usurp a purely legislative function.

This opinion was rendered by Justice White, now Chief Jus-
tice of the Supreme Court. All the other judges, except Justice
Brewer, concurred in the opinion so far as it held that a pro-
gressive rate of taxes can be constitutionally imposed.

The tax proposed is not new. It has been adopted in prin-
ciple by 30 or more States in the Union and by almost every
civilized nation in the world. In Magoun v. Illinois Trust &
Savings Bank, 170 U. 8., at page 287, the court says:

Mgacﬂ;“d inheritance taxes are not mew in our laws. They have
existed Pennsylvania for over 60 years, and have been enacted in
other States. The
State v. Alston (9

are not new in the laws of other countries. In
Tenn., 674) Judge Wilkes gave a short history of
them as follows :

“ Such taxes were recognized by the Roman law. (Gibbon's De-
cline and Fall of the Roman Empire, vol. 1, pp. 163, 164.) They were
adopted in England in 1780, and have been much extended since that
date. (Dowell's History of Taxation in England, 148; Acts 20 Geurge
111, e. 28.; 45 George I1I, c. 28; 16 and 17 Vlietoria, ¢. 61 ; Green v.
Craft, 2 H, Bl., 30; Hill v. Atkinson, 2 Merrivale, 45.) Such taxes are
now in force geperally in the countries of Europe. (Review of Re-
views, Feb., 1803.) In the United States they were enacted in DPenn-
sylvania in 1836; Maryland, 1844 ; Delaware, 1869; West Virginia,
1887, and, still more recently, in Connecticut, New Jersey, Ohfo, Maine,
Massachusetts, 1801 ; Tennessee in 1891, chapter 25, now repeal Igv
chapter 174, acts 1893. They were adopted in North Carolina in 1846,
but repealed in 1883. Were enacted in Virginia in 1844, repealed in
1855, reenacted in 1863, and repealed in 1884.”

Otii;?r States have also enacted them—Minnesota by constitutional
provision.

The constitntionality of the taxes has been declared, and the prin-
ciples upon which they are based explained in United States v, Perkins
(163 U. 8., 625, 628), Birode v. Commonwealth (52 Penn. 8t., 181),
Eyre v. Jacob (14 Grat., 422), Schoolfield v. L_vnchburﬁ (78 Va., 366),
State v. Dalrymple (70 Md., 294), Clapp v. Mason (94 U. 8., 589), In re
Merriam's Estate (141 N. Y., 479%. tate v, Hamlin (86 Me., Y,
State v. Alston (94 Tenn., 674), In re Wilmerding (117 Cal., 281),
Dos Passos Collateral Inheritance Tax (20), Minot v. Winthrop (162
Mass.. 113), Gelsthrope v. Furnell (Mont.) (51 Pac. Rep., 267). See
also Scholey v. Rew (23 Wall,, 331).

In France the rates run from 1 per cent to 203 per cent, with
no exemptions, the rate of 204 per cent being upon inheritances
over 50,000,000 franes, or $10,000,000, going to relatives bevond
the sixth degree and strangers in blood.

I have tables here giving the inheritance tax of different coun-
tries, which I ask may be put in the Recorp without reading.

There being no objection, the tables were ordered to be in-
serted in the REcorp, as follows:

Per cent.
$25,000 and up to $50,000.__ X
Above $50,000 and up to $350,000 2 el el R e R
Above $250,000 and op to $500,000 3 i ;000 franpe |4 000 i 4003
Above £500,000 and up to $1,000,000 4 SRS e e
Above EI.OO0.000 and up to $5,000,000 ¢ §
Above $5,000,000 and up to $10,000,000 15 i ot £,
Above $10,000,000 and up to $20.000,000 T 3] e T e B ) o Y sl 1.00 : i
Above $20,000,000 and up to $30,000,000_ 35 | Husband or wife.............. 7% 00 4.50 ;
Above $30,000,000 50 | Brothers “’“m""a"""‘a'aae&"" Igﬁ ]g:m 9.50 10.00
» .| Uneles and aunts, nephews an kL 50 11.00 11.50
In n':o]lnteml lnheriumu?es there is no exemption, and the rate b oS gmt_mm, |
of taxation is as follows: nephews and grandnieces, cousins-
Percett | germani .. o cxcios i sesasosil 1200 12.50 13.00 13.50
$5.000 and less " = 1 | Relatives of the fifth and sixth degrees.... 14.00 14, 50 15.00 15.50
Above £5,000 and up to $50.000 2 | Relatives beyond the sixth degree and
Above 850,000 and up to $250,000 ; - strangers in blood. ... ..ociiaiiaaaan 15 15.50 18.00 16. 50
Above £250,000 and up to $750,000 10 -
Above $750,000 and up to $1.500,000_____ 15
Above $1,500,000 and up to $3,000,000___ 20 100,001 to | 250,001 to | 500,001 to| Over
Above £3,000,000 and up to $7,000,000 25 250,000 | 500,000 | 1,000,000 | 1,000,000
Above i?.oun,ooo and up to $15,000,000 40 francs, | francs. | franes. | francs.
Above £15,000,000_ = B0
In the consideration of this amendment we are met at the Per cent. | Per cent. | Per cent. | Per cent.
threshold by the objection that is always made to any legisla- 2 g -4 o
tion that may affect capital. It is urged that it is unconstitu- 7 10, 50 11.00 11.50 12,00
tional. Happily this objection has been met by the Supreme gnc}fs nn{:l aunlsa munm.&.. 12.00 12.50 00 13.50
Court, of the United States in no uncertain way and is no | Great-uncles and grea , grand-
longer open to argument. In the war-revenue act of 1898 n | pebhews and grandnieces, e 14.50 5.00 15.20
graduated inheritance tax was levied. Capital, as it always nguves of the fifth and sixth degrees.... 16.00 16. 50 17.00 17.50
does, resisted the payment of the slight burden which this law | Relatives bevond the sixth degree and | - - | Critr
imposed upon it and carried the question to the Supreme Court 2 :
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1,000,001 | 2,000,001 | 5,000,001 | 10,000,001 o or
2,000,000 | 5 to,oao 10, w,omwo 06,000 | 50:000,000

Per cent. | Per cent. | Per cent. | Per cent. | Per cend.

e ® L BN 3.00 3.50 4.00 4.50 5.00
Husband or wife. ......coeonnns 7.00 7.50 8,00 8,50 9.00
Brothers or Si5ters. .. e eanenns 12.00 15.50 13.00 13.50 14.00
Uncles and aunts, nephews and

T it e e B 13.50 14.00 14.50 15.00 15. 50

Great-uncles and great-aunts,
grand-nephews and grand-

nieces, cou I = 15.50 16.00 16.50 17.00 17.50
Relatives of the fifth and sixth

P b e S A TN A 17.50 18.00 18,50 10.00 19.50
Relatives beyond the sixth de-

gres and sfrangers in blood... 18,50 19.00 19.50 20.00 20,50

Mr. JONES. In Germany the rate runs from 4 per cent on
amounts over 20,000 marks, or £5,000, fo 25 per cent on amounts
over 1,000,000 marks, or about $250,000. In addition they have
a State or Province tax.

In Great Britain there are legacy, succession, and death dnties
which amount to a graduated tax of about 1 per cent on
estates between $500 and $2,500 in value and frem 10 to 23
per cent on estates up to and exceeding $15,000,000. In the
dependencies of Great Britain inheritance taxes are levied
varying from 2 to 20 per cent on collateral heirs and strangers
in blood and from 1 to 10 per cent on direct heirs.

I have also a table giving the rates in Great Britain and her
Provinces, which I ask be published in the Recorp without
reading. .

There being no objection, the tableé was ordered to be printed

in the REcorp, as follows:

Progressive inheritance tazes in foreign countrics.

-
Progressivit;
For collateral heirs, For direct heirs, Btrangers in blood. (on basis o?
property).
Country. Other exemptions,
Rate per = Rate Rate Rate
sonit Exemption. i Exemption. it Exemption. s
Australasia:
2-10 £1,000 1-5 £1,000 2-10 £1,000 2-10
1N I = N1 N = | B 1 = | P
2 2 jes, £20,
1-10 200 13-10 500 10 None, :1-10 i
1-10 i1, 500 10 i1, 500 1-10 11, 500 3—10
2-10 1,000 £1-5 1,000 2-10 1,000 10
510 £5,000 1-5 4, 000 10 $5,000 -5
1-10 4,000 2-10 25,000 1-10 4,000 1-10 | Share, $10,000.7
New Brunswick #. 5-10 5,000 1 50,000 10 5,000 ‘13-5 | Bhare,
Nova Scotia?. .. £ 510 5,000 25, 000 10 5,000 t21-5 | Share, $500.
Ontario?. .... ey e . 5-10 10,000 24-5 100, 000 510 10,000 123-10 | Share, $200.
Prinee Edward Island ? 3 2;-8'_:3 3,000 1 ;ﬂ 10, 000 7 3,000 tltz
i EaEs At e o IR A o) Il R 3,000 10 ). ﬁ,,é
Great Britain: w0 oS s
5. lax.
1-8 £100 1-8 £100 1-8 £100 1-8 £500 505, tax
320 i aias 1, 5 P LAy o 10 =
43113} £20 w1y £20 11% e
22 Legacy 501r. 1 5,000 Ir 0 50 fr. 7140
Bhare 200 fr. 10 | Share 200 fr. %220 | Emy 1,000 {r,
2-10 l?wl ............................ 10 l?cy 1,000 192-15 | Servants1,000 fr.

1 One-half of collateral rates on amounts not exceeding £50,000. In certain cases the rate applies to distributive shares.
P ssion ceases with collateral heirs at £20,000 and with direct heirs at £200,000,

i£]1 exempted il estate does not exceed £2,500; if in excess, no exemption.
«Direct heirs half of collateral 00 3

one- rates.
t One-half of @ﬁnm rates on Eoﬁg;{ - to certain direct heirs when total net value does not exceed £50,000.
e l—'rugnasiv

¢ Progressive schedule applies onl
iShare passing to im:

t Schedule rates doubled on property passing by transfer out of the Province.
¢ devoted to asylin tals, and other charities.
:gnmi&tnﬂ he prinet lue of all propert 1 nal

u the value ol ro| , real or personal, e
12 8mall agot:tes ug to £%10 Eross pay afluty oly

13 Legacy of any value, and any of residue of
U Succession duty app

ity on basis of property.

tain has also & “probate duty,” “account duty,” *tem; ry estate duty,”” and a “corporation duty.”
: 3 Rled or unssttled. ” Settlod P
30s. Small estates up to £500 poy a duty of 50s. T
estate arising under will or intestacy.
to a succession of the value of £20 or upward, where the

rty is subject to o further estate duty of 1 per cent.
duties are inclusive of all other “death duties.”

whola succession derived from the same predecessor amounts to £100 or npward.

One-half of 1 per cent of the succession duty on lineals and 13 gm; cent on other descendants constitutes what is called “additional snecession duties.”” This additional
uf

duty is not payable when the promy subject to the succession
15 Rate 3&1{2&;0 child, descen
e au

duty” or ty" has been paid.

¥ is chargeable with estate duty.
t of ehild, father, mother or linealancestor and is not payable where probate or lotters of administration were obtalned or where “account

18 The “legacy duty”’ and *suecession duty” together practically constitute a collateral inheritance tax paid in addition to the “estate duty,” with the exception, how

ever, that estates valued at £1 000 or less are subject to the “estate duty.”

171 to 20 per centon amounts up to 10,000 francs. Rate then increases by 5 through a serigsof 10 steps until it becomes im the primary rate.

12 2t0 10 per cent on amounts be
1 2 to 10 per cent on amounts up to 10,000 francs.

Mr. JONES. In Lucerne, Switzerland, the rate is 1 per cent
for direct heirs, from 5 to 15 for collateral heirs, and from 20 to
40 to strangers in blood.

Objection is made to a national inheritance tax on the ground
that it will interfere with the right of the States to collect
inheritance taxes and be in effect a double tax. This is
not a valid objection. The levying of an inheritance tax
by the United States does not in any way affect the right
of the State to levy such a tax. It may put an additional
burden upon an estate or inheritance, but the aggregate of
such a burden is not too great. State inheritance taxes are
very low as a general rule;, and especially so upon direct
inheritances.

Inheritances are now taxed to a greater or less extent in 36
States of the Union and in Hawalii and in Porto Rico. Twenty
States of the Union tax both direct and collateral heirs, and in

]
and 10,000 francs. - Rate then increases ﬁ for each additional 10,000 francs untfl
Rate then increases by ¢ for

higher than the primary rate.
until it becomes & h.i;herll ithe primary rate. i

additional 10,000 francs
13 States the inheritance tax is in some degree progressive.
Wisconsin, California, Idaho, Minnesota, and Massachusetts
have progressive rates for both direct and collateral heirs; in
Illinois, Colorado, Nebraska, South Dakota, Oregon, and North
Carolina the progressive rates apply only to distant relatives
and strangers in blood, while in Washington and Texas they,
apply to all collateral heirs. Minnesota and Utah make no
distinetion between direct -and collateral heirs; in all other
cases in which direct heirs are taxed at all the rates are
much lower and the exemption (except in Connecticut and
North Carolina) much larger than for collateral heirs. It may
be added that the new constitution of Oklahoma expressly
authorizes progressive taxation of both direct and collateral
inheritances.

The following table shows the main provisions of the in-
heritance-tax laws of the various States in the Union.

it P
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Collateral.

State.
Exemption.

New Hampshire...
New Jersev........
New Yori........
North Carolina. .
North Dakota
Ohio. .

! Widows and (except in Wisconsin) minor children taxable only on the excess

nb::l%:c 810,00(‘} Imceir bbytwh. s
ax ble on strangers L

iTax 1‘1’2{“ payabla};vh{n the property bore its just proportion of taxes prior to the
owner’'s death. .

4 Applies to personal y only.

5 Deceaents’ estates of less than $10,000 are also exempt.

¢ For the surviving hushand or wife and children, if residents of Wyoming, $25,000.

I have received a statement from nearly every State in the
Union which collects inheritance taxes, and the following table
shows the amount of the taxes collected during the last year:

Collections. Year.

Arkansas, . 1911-12
California. 1013
Connecticu 080, 482, 20 1912

Colorado. 413,700.00 | 1911-12

Idaho. 8,449.24 | 1910-1912
Illinois 685, 368. 06 1912

Indiana®. R I e

IneR e 250, 486. B0 1912
Louisiana........... 195, 058. 97 1912
Maine........... 276, 052, 02 1012
Massachusetts. .. 2,210, 960. 20 1012
Michigan. ....... 368, 676. 73 1012
Minnesota. 678,512.99 1912
Missaurl. . 470,472.35 1912
Montana. . 8,050, 40 1912
171, 630,34 1912

12,153,188.84 | 1911-12
80,000, 00 1912
74,269. 40 1912
2,064, 598, 65 1012
47,579.00 1912
120, 000. 00 1912
92,716.71 1912
43,763.13 1912

307,151.81 | 1911-12
168, 233. 37 1012
783, 538, 90 1912

27,379,906.90 |..cucunnnnnn

' Went into effect May, 1913. 2 Act approved Mar. 26, 1913.

I desire to call the attention of the Senate (o the disparity or
inequality in the various State taxes. For instance, in the great
State of Ohio they collected in 1912 only $80,000 inheritance
taxes, while in the State of New York they collected over
$12,000,000.

The total amount collected in the States is a mere bagatelle
compared with the value of the property which doubtless was
transferred by inheritance during the year and but a small
recompense for the outlay by the State for the protection of

Direct. i

this property and the safegnarding of the rights of its posses-
sors. It would be no undue burden for the Nationa! Govern-
ment also to take a part of this wealth because of the proteec-
tion if affords and the guaranties it extends to the owners in
insuring them the undisturbed enjoyment of their property and
rights, It is no more double taxation than is the levying of
State and county taxes,

Under the amendment which I propese. however, the objec-
tion that it is double taxation ean not be urged. It is expressly
provided that the amount of any State inheritance taxes shall
be deducted from the amount levied under this amendment.
Under such a provision it would rest with each State whether
any part of their tax would go to the United States and the
States would. no doubt, very shortly impose rates equivalent
to those provided in this amendment. We would have uniform
inheritance laws under which revenues would accrue to the
States that could be used for relieving the people of the various
burdens of taxation which they now bear and many desired
improvements and reforms could be carried out by the agency
best fitted to do it

It is strenuously urged that this tax is confiscation of pri-
vate property. Not so. It is not levied upon property while
he who earns it needs it. No one's property is affected while
he lives. The tax is imposed only when the owner no longer
needs his property and can no longer use it. Ordinary taxes
are in fact pro tanto confiscations of one’s property. but this is
not. It takes nothing from the heir, because nothing is his.
What he gets comes to him by the grace of the sovereign and
the bounty of the decedent. He has nothing to confiscate. This
objection is pure declamation. -

This tax is ealled socialistic and it seems to be taken for
granted that this objection is sufficient to defeat it. It is no
more socialistic than any other legislation that deals justly
witl. the people, equalizes opportunity, lightens the burdens of
government, and promotes prosperity, good will, happiness,
peace, and contentment. It respects entirely one's rights in
property ultimately acquired. is the very antithesis of socialism
and the principles of socialism applied to property, and does not
interfere with nor overturn private or individual rights. An
inheritance tax may be advocated by some Socialists, but 1 do
not know of any who advocate it as a socialistic principle or
doctrine. It is advocated, however, by many who are not
Socialists.

And 1 say when these milllonaires, as the time comes, lie down with
their fathers the community fails in its duty and our legislators fail
in their duty if they do not exact a tremendous, a progressive share—
If he leaves little, little taken,

This is not the language of a Socialist, an anarchist, or a
poor man, but it is the language of one of the richest men of
this or any other age, Andrew Carnegie.

Again Mr. Carnegie says, and I refer to an address made by
him at the dinner of the sixth annual meeting of the National
Civie Federation in 1907 :

They—

Said he, referring to the people—

see what I tell you is true, that the community made most of the wealth,
and I hope they will persist and tax heavily by graduated taxation
every man who dies leaving behind him his millions, which it was his
duty to administer for the public gocd in his life, and that they will
cease to honor any man who does not regard hls surplus wealth as a
sacred trust to be administered for the good of the community from
which it has arisen.

At this same meeting Melville E. Ingalls, chairman of the
Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis Railway Co., ex-
pressed himself in favor of an income tax and also an inheritance
tax, and while he suggested that an inheritance tax should be
confined to the States, advanced a more radical proposition
when he said:

If it can not be managed In that way then the National Government
should take It up and the money that is obtained from these sources
will enable it to reduce the burden of taxation In places where it is
advisable to do so and will fruduce income which may be lost from the
modification of the tariff. would also enact legislation—or if it can
not be done under the present Constitution. I would get an amendment—
that no man should have the right to dispose of his property by will and
that when he dies it shall be divided equally among heirs.” 1 would
take away from any citizen the right to tie up any property In trust
for one life or two or more, It is simq‘liy a continuance of the old law
of entail under another form and holds these immense fortunes to-
gether when if they were divided equally among the heirs they would
soon scatter and be harmless. I know that this will be criticized and
people will say that if a man has children and some are weak and in-
competent to handle the fortune coming to him or her that the parent
should have the right to put them in trust, but that is the very thin
that perpetuates some of these large fortunes. Let them be distributed.
If some of the heirs waste their Inheritance the public will gain.
The property is not lost by distribution and nothing, in my judgment,
will so protect our future against large accumulations of wealth as this,
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It seems to be a craze with some men to perpetuate after their death
the immense fortnnes that they have built up, but it is not a thing
that the Btate ought to allow,

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wash-
ington yield to the Benator from New Hampshire?

Mr. JONES. Certainly.

Mr. GALLINGER. Has the Senator taken into considera-
tion this phase of the matter, that if we legislate for a Federal
inheritance tax and the States have direct and collateral in-
heritance taxes, it is very likely that it will result in the dis-
tribution of a great deal of property before death, and we will
not get our taxes?

Mr. JONES. I think that would be very desirable.

Mr. GALLINGER. The Senator would approve of that?

Mr. JONES. I would. I should like to see the distribution
before death. T do nmot want to see the transmission of large
estates after death.

Mr. GALLINGER. Yet it would result in the very thing the
Senator says he would legislate against, in making it illegal
for a man to make a will to distribute his property among his
children.

Mr. JONES. The Senator did not understand it. That was
not my langnage. It was the language of Mr. Ingalls, the
president of the railroad.

Mr. GALLINGER. I beg pardon; I thought it was the Sen-
ator’s langunage.

Mr. JONES. I was using that argument to show that it is
not socialistic.

Mr. GALLINGER. Precisely.
now. It was not his own language.

Mr. JONES. No. .

Mr. SMITH of Arizona. From whom did the Senator read
the last guotation? :

Mr. JONES. Mr. Ingalls, president of the railroad.

Mr. GALLINGER. M. E. Ingalls.

Mr. JONES. Yes. :

Wayne MacVeagh, in the North American Review for June,
1806, says:

i use | retending that the 1 to establish such a
aygtgfnmmst::amn L:ll o’} a radlcﬁl. r:uch h;rg??revglua&mry. charac-
ter, or in attempting to rsuade the American electorate that it is a
wicked attack upon private property to ask Congress to adopt a system
of taxation whith has been accepted by the most aristocratic and_ com-
gervative legislative assemblage in the world—the House of Lords of
Great Britain. After 12 years' experience of it, the ugmanated taxa-
tion of inheritances is now firmly estallished as a part the permanent
financlal policy of the United Kingdom.

It has been adopted from time to time for hundreds of years
and by the great majority of the States of the Union, as already
shown.

Such legislation has been enforced at various times by acts of
Congress, and in 1909 the House of Representatives adopted it
as n feature of the tariff bill. Tt passed the House with prac-
tically no oppesition. It was strongly recommended by Presi-
dent Noosevelt and again by President Taft. President Roose-
velf, in discussing the theory and principles of an inheritance
tax in his message at the beginning of the first session of the
Sixtieth Congress, said:

But proposals Tor legislation such as thls herein advocated are di-
rectly opposed to this class of soclalistic theories. Our alm is to
recognize what Lincoln pownted ont: The fact that there are some re-
spects It which men are obviously not ual; but also to insist that
t{;:re ghould be an equality of self-respect and of mutual respect, an
equality of rizhts before the law, and at least an approximate equality
in the conditions under which each man obtains the chance to show
the stulf that Is in him when compared with his fellows.

President Taft, in his inaugural address of March 4, 1909,
after referring to the necessity of raising revenue in order to
overcome o deficit which was then threatened, said:

Should it be impossible to do so by import duties, mew kinds of
taxation muost be adopted, and amo? these 1 recommend a duated
1n!111(-ril‘iance tax as correct in principle and as certain and easy of
collection.

In his message of June 16, 1900, he refers to this recom-
‘ mendation.

As already said, the act of 1898 actually incorporated this
principle into law, and Congress and the President were not
at all socialistic.

With all these high and conservative indorsements of this
method of taxation, it is idle to denounce it as socialistic.

It is urged that the imposition of an inheritance tax is an
interference with the natural rights of the individual to dis-
pose of his property as he sees fit. This is not true. No such
natural right exists. The right to dispose of one’s property is
a civil right over which the State has full control and has
been so generally recognized. Practically every State in the

1 understand the Senator

TUnion has enacted laws restricting or affecting the disposition
of property by will or descent, and the right to do so can not
be gquestioned.

The Supreme Court of the United States disposed of this ob-
jection when it said in Magoun v. Illinois Trust & Savings
Bank (170 U. S, p. 288):

It is not necessary to review these cases, or state at length the reason-
ing by which they are supported. They are based on two principles:
1. An inheritance tax is not one on property, but one on the succession.
2. The right to take property by devise or descent is the creature of

the law, a not a natural right—a privilege; and therefore the
authority which confers it may impose conditions upon it.

It is again urged that such legislation will take away the
incentive to frugality and industry, discourage the promotion of
great enterprises, stifle activity, and retard the development of
our country and the progress of civilization. If this legislation
tends to check the grasping, overreaching, and avaricious dis-
position that is manifested by so many of our wealthy people
it will be a godsend. The more men have the more they seem
to desire; the less they need the more they strive for. Under-
handed, unserupulous oppression and dishonest means are
adopted and the rights of humanity are utterly disregarded in
the mad seramble for wealth. The lives of men, women, and
children seem to he counted as naught against its acquisition.

This legislation, hewever, will not discourage anyone from
putting forth proper efforts in the conduet of his business, the
development of the country, and the acgquirement of riches.
There seems to be an irresistible desire to acquire as large a
sum of money or as great wenlth as possible, It is unreasonable
to suppose that the desire to transmit wealth and power to
children is the incentive that prompts the efforts, struggles,
sacrifices, and heartless methods that are put forth to attain
wealth and the centrol of property. Men desire to achieve
victories, to surpass their competitors, to conquer difficulties, to
promote great enterprises, to accomplish great results. These
are the mainsprings of human action, and the desire to control
the disposition of properiy after death has practically nothing
to do with the efforts put forth in the acquirement of property.
This Jegislation in no way interferes with these ruling passions,
because it does not interfere with the acquisition of property
or its disposition during one's lifetime. Asa matter of fact, this
kind of tax is the least objectionable from this standpoint. It
imposes no burden on sagacity, industry, energy, and power.
What a man acquires he keeps. It becomes new capital. No
tribute is levied on thrift, seif-denial, or success. One achieve-
ment leads to another. Instead of beingz a deterrent it should
encourage industry, activity, energy, and the development of
great enterprises. No one will suppose that Astor, or Vaunder-
bilt, or Sage, or Gould, or Morgan would have been deterred in
their struggle for wealth and the power that it gives by legisla-
tion of this character. If such legislation would make them
more considerate of the rights of others and the interests of the
publie, then we could well afford to pass it, if for no other reason,
We need not fear that a reasonable burden upen the trans-
mission of property after death will in any wise deter men of
ability, capacity, and ambition from exerting themselves to the
utmost to surmount the difficulties, amass wealth, carry on and
complete great undertakings, acquire power, and command the
admiration of men.

There are exceptions to all rules, but not more exceptions, we think,
to this rule than to rules ;enerany. that the “ almighty dollar”™ be-
gqueathed to children is an “ almighty curse,” * * * No man
a ht to handicap his son with such a burden as great wealth.

The growing dlsposition to tax more and more heavily large estates
left at death is a cheering indication of the growth of a saluta
change in public opinion, * * * DI all forms of taxation this
seems to be the wisest. Men who continue hoarding great sums all
their lives—the proper use of which for public ends would work good
to the community from which it chiefly eame—should be made to feel
that the community, in the form of the Btate, can not thus be deprived
of its proper share * * ¢ By all means such taxes should be
graduated, beginning at nothing upon moderate sums to dependents,
and increasing rapidly as the amounts swell, until of the millionaire’'s
hoard, as of Bhylock's, at least—

“The other balf

Comes to the privy coffer of the State.”

This policy would work vowerfully to induce the rich man to attend
to the administration of wealth during his life, which is the end that
society should always have in view, as being by far the most fruitful
for the people. Nor need it be feared that this policy would sap the
root of enterprise and render men less anxlops to acenmulate, for, to
the class whose ambition it is to leave great fortunes and to be talked
ahout after thelr death, It will attract more atterntion, and, indeed, be
a somewhat nobler ambition to have enormous sums paid over to the
State from their fortunes.

That the parent who leaves his son enormons wealth generally
deadens the talents and energies of the son, and tempts him to lead a less
useful and less worthy life than he otherwise would, seems to mae
capable of proof which ean not be gainsald,

If you will read the list of the immortals who " were not born to
dle,” you will find that most of them have been born to the precious
heritage of poverty.
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Why should men leave great fortunes to their children? If this is
done from affection. is it not misguided affection? Observation teaches
that, generally speaking, it is not well for the children that they should
be so burdened. Neither is it well for the State. Beyond providing
for the wif2 and danghters moderate sourees of income, and wrg moder-
ate allowances indeed, If any, for the sons, men may well hesitate;
for It is no longer guestionable that great sums bequeathed often work
more for the injury than for the good of the reciplents. Wise men
will soon conclude that, for tha best interests of the members of their
families, and of the State, such bequests are an improper use of their
means.

These are the words of Andrew Carnegie and are quoted at
length becanse they cover well several of the points for and
against this character of legislation.

That this system of taxation is not destructive, that it will
not discourage indusiry and thrift, that it will not impose a bur-
den npon anyone unable to bear it, is proven by actual experi-
ence and is testified to by those who have had an actual demon-
stration of it. William J. O’Sullivan, chairman of the transfer
tax bureau of the city of New York, in Pearson's Magazine for
December, 1907, says:

So, quite aside from the philosophical, ethical, soclological, or politi-
cal justifications for a national inheritance tax, which have been so
fully advanced in the discussion up tv date, the American people. being
a very hard-headed, practical people, must be satisfled, in so far-reaching
a matter, that an inheritance tax is not only feasible but practical; that
it will be constructive and not destructive; in short, that while working
out a grent purpose of social justice, it will not deprive any man or
woman of the encouragement to industry and thrift without which
national progress is impossible,

In fact, there is no real, substantial objection that can be
urged against such a system of taxation when ample provision
is made for the surviving members of the immediate family and
dependent relatives.

Taxes are not levied for pleasure. They are always a burden
and are levied only out of necessity. That tax which is the
least burdensome is the most desirable. An inheritance tax is
no tax at all in the usual and ordinary way. It imposes no
burden on the living and can not affect the dead. The owner of
wealth can not complain, because it takes nothing from him
while he lives. The heir is not injured, because it deprives him
of nothing that he has earned by effort or sacrifice or to which
he has a legal or even a moral claim. It is, in fact, the ideal
way to raise at least a part of the money necessary to defray the
expenses of government.

Those receiving the greatest benefits from government should
defray the expenses. Property interests and men of wealth
and extensive business make more demands on the Government
than others. Most of our governmental machinery is made
necessary by the demands of big business. Courts are engaged
most of the time in settling disputes between great financial
interests, testing the constitutionality of laws at their instance,
or in protecting the public from their aggressions. Legislatures
spend their time legislating to promote the welfare of wealth in
the hope that the indirect benefits will acerne to the ordinary
citizen. Executive officers are giving their time and using the
resources to promote the prosperity of industry. Armies and
navies are maintained and used when necessary to protect
great properties in time of industrial disturbance and war.
To-day war is threatened largely on account of injury to prop-
erty and citizens who have gone into a foreign country for
pleasure or to exploit its resources. The following is from a
news item in one of the papers printed a few days ago:

The big battleship Michipan salled from Vera Cruz yesterday to Inves-
tigate a report that a small plantation belonging to .
gituated near Cludad de! Carmen, State of Tabasco, and an acent
pmpcrgg owned by the Mexican Exploitation Co. (American) had- been
occupled by insurrectionary forces under the leadership of Manuel
€Castilla Pascual,

" Wealth and industry can well afford to pay for these great
benefits, and it is very unwise and very unjust for it to object
to doing so at one time or another.

It may be urged that wealth is already taxed, and thus
already bears its just burden. Taxes are levied and are paid by
wealth in the first instance, but the great proportion of such
taxes are passed on and eventually borne by those illy prepared
to pay them and who, in fact, should not pay them. A large
part of the high cost of living to-day is caused by the shifting
of burdens from the shoulders of those able to bear them to
those less able to stand up under the weight. TUnder this bill
more than ever before will the tax paid by the wealthy importer
be shifted to the poorer consumer, because you place a tariff on
many articles we do not produce but which are generally con-
sumed. We are imposing taxes in this bill on incomes in the
hope that wealth will be compelled to bear a more equitable
share of the burdens of government, and yet a large part of this
tax eventually will be shifted from those who should bear it
and who are able to bear it to those who should not have to
pay it. The strong can and do shift their burdens to the weak,

who ecan not avoid them. We should seek to aveid this if it
can be done. There is no inducement to shift an inheritance
tax, and it can not be shifted if there were any inducement to
do so. It is the most equitable tax that can be imposed and
the easiest borne, and it is surprising that our people have not
more generally used it.

This tax is also justified by reason of the fact that wealth
during the lifetime of its possessor not only shifts many of its
just burdens, but also avoids its equitable part of the direct
taxes Imposed under our present systems. It is generally
known that in the levying and collection of ordinary taxes the
man of small means pays more proportionately than his wealthy
neighbor. It is less difficult to conceal a large part of a great
property than it is to conceal a small part of a lesser estate, and
the result is that the wealthy escape taxation and the poor
do not.

As illustrating what everybody knows to be a fact, I will give
a few examples.

In 1873 personal property In the State of Illinois was listed
for taxation at a valuation of $287.202.809; in 1893, about 20
years after, with an increase in population of over 50 per cent
and a corresponding development in wealth, the personal prop-
erty was listed at only $145,318406. In 1894 the aggregate
value of the shares of stock of the State and National banks in
Cook County was over $56,000,000. In the city of Chicago the
assessed valuation of real estate for city taxes in 1873 was
$262.969.820. In 1893 it was assessed at $146.044.422. During
this 20-year period the population had gquadrupled; $400.000.000
had been expended in new buildings, and yet the assessed value
of the real estate had decreased over $116,000.000.

I hold in my band the report of the New York special tax
commission for 1907. In a supplemental report made by Spencer
E. Warnick and George R. Malby, among the facts fully estab-
lished, they say:

The richer a person grows the less he pays In relation to his
property or income. Experience has shown that under the present sys-
tem personal property practically escapes taxation for either local or
State purposes.

As proof of this the following table, showing the amounts as-
sessed against well-known multimillionaires for 1907 in the
city of New York, is submitted:

August Belmont_

Oliver H. P. Belmont 200, 000
Cornelius_Bliss_ 100, 000
Andrew Carnegie 5, 000, 000
3 F e 1 R e L g e e L SNl 100, 000
William E. Corey S 100, 000
Morris K. Jesup__________ 100, 000
Chauncey M. Depew 50, 000
John W. Gates L 250, 000
Fraok J. Gould 50, 000
John D. Rockefeller 2, 500, 000
John D. Rockefeller, jr_____ 50, 000
William Rockefeller 300. 000
H. H. Rogers. oy 300, 000
Russell Sage 2, 004), 000
Alfred G. Vanderbilt —— 250,000
Cornelius _Vanderbilt - 150, 000
Elsie F. Vanderbilt _____ 100, 600
Fred. W. Vanderbilt_ - 250, 000
George W, Vanderbllt 50. 000
William K. Vanderbiit 100, 000
John Jacob Astor 800, 000
George Ehret 200, 000

While all should bear to a greater or less degree the burdens
of government because all partake of ifs benefits, those burdens
should be placed as largely as possible where they will be most
easily borne. It is more just to require the payment of taxes
in proportion to ability to pay than in proportion to the amount
of wealth one possesses. The dollar in a million is far more
potential than the dollar in a hundred. When you take $10
from a man whose income barely suffices to house, feed, and
clothe his family you imposa on him an immeasurably greater
burden than yon do on the man whose income is $100,000 a
year when you take $10.000 for government expenses. To take
a large share of an estate is to impair no one's ability, espe-
cially when liberal exemptions are allowed. Under this amend-
ment an exemption of $25.000 is allowed direct heirs. My only
fear is that the exemptions are too large and the rates on the
smaller amounts too low, but I have sought to make it plain
that it is not desired to work any unnecessary hardship on any-
one or to deprive anyone of any reasonable excuse for opposing
this amendment.

We hear much now of the high cost of living. Campaigns
have been waged with that as the battle ery. The Democratie
Party was put into power largely on the promise and in the
belief that it would reduce the cost of living. Congress has
been in session for months considering a tariff bill with the
reduction of the cost of living as one of its primary objects.
This bill will impose about the same amount of taxes as we
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heretofore have imposed by tariff legislation and its sponsors
during this debate have practically conceded that the duties
which they have imposed or which they have taken off will
not affect the price of commodities in this country. They
have admitted that prices will not be reduced. Duties have
been placed upon articles now on the free list which we do not
produce and which, while not absolutely necessaries, are gen-
erally used. The tariff imposed upon such articles will increase
their price and increase the cost of living to the consumers.
The income tax is supposed to take the place of many duties
eliminated, and yet this tax will be largely shifted from those
who pay it in the first place to those who are less able to pay
it and will be a large element in the cost of living. As a
matter of fact, there is not a single tax levied in this bill that
will not, in accordance with Democratic theories, have a tend-
ency to increase or maintain the high cost of living and bear
heaviest on those the least able to pay.

The tax proposed in this amendment will not inerease or add
to the high cost of living at all. On the contrary, when put into
operation, it will make it possible to relieve our people from
much of the burdens of ordinary taxation. It would actually
reduce the cost of living. It would relieve the people of some of
the burdens which they now bear. It would place the burdens
of government more equitably and impose them where they can
be most easily borne.

The effect of snch a system upon the distribution of the large
fortunes of this country is worthy of the highest consideration.
The concentration of wealth has become a most serious problem.
It is one that should command our most careful attention. Its
possible effect upon our people and our system of government
itself is likely to be far reaching and of tremendous import.
We are face to face to-day with problems in connection with
tiie concentration of wealth that demand solution. Fortunes
have been accumulated in this country during the last 50
years beyond the wildest dreams of avarice. John Jacob Astor's
fortune of $20,000,000 increased in the hands of his son William
to $100,000,000, and it is now estimated that the fortunes of
the Astor family amount to over $500,000,000.

Commodore Yanderbilt died leaving a fortune of about $100,-
000,000, ninety million of which was bequeathed to his son W. H.
Yanderbilt, who, at his death, left an estate of $200,000,000.
After numerous bequests to his wife and other relatives he
divided the remainder equally between his two sons, Cornelins
and William K. Vanderbilt, who already had amassed large
forinnes, Cornelius being estimated to be worth $80,000,000 at
the time of thie bequest from his father. These fortunes have
tremendously increased until no one knows what this family
confrols.

The Sage fortune is estimated at $79,000,000; Kennedy's at
$65,000,000; Brady’s at $75,000,000; Gould's at $78,000,000; Mor-
gan’s at $100,000,000; Stephen Sanford's at $40,000,000, and
Marshall K. Field left a fortune estimated at $150,000,000 in
trust for two young boys. =

No one knows the amount of the fortune of John D. Rocke-
feller, but it has been estimated as high as a billion dollars.
This no doubt I8 greatly exaggerated, but his fortune and finan-
cial power are tremendous. Andrew Carnegie has a fortune af
from three to five hundred millions of dollars, bringing in an
annual income of over $16,000,000, or more than a million
dollars a month.

Ilow were these foriunes acquired? - Is it possible for any
man through his individual effort, thrift, and industry to ac-
quire command of such tremendous sums of money ? That these
fortunes have Leen aequired by individual efort no one can
believe. The methods adopted are pretty well disclosed by
publie records, newspaper reports, and general statements which
appear to be thoroughly reliable. It can safely be asserted that
as a general rule these exceedingly large fortunes are the re-
gult of increased values of real estate, forest and mining lands,
bronght about by the development and growth of communities;
the construetion and operation of railroad lines which have
prospered by renson of the growth and development of the coun-
try through which they have passed ; speculation in and manipu-
lation of stocks and bonds; the arbitrary increase of the stock
of various enterprises and the sale of such stock to the public
or the receipt of dividends upon such increased stock; the secur-
ing of franchises from States, counties, and municipalities;

finanecial manipulations; banking and banking combinations;

and by other means whereby the energy and wealth of the people
have heen diverted to the possession and control of the indi-
viduals controlling and manipulating these various agencies, as
well as by fraud, short weight, adulteration, and other sharp
practices.

In the wake of these vast fortunes will be found buccaneering
and piraey; cheated and defrauded Indians; exorbitant war
contracts; land grants and franchises secured by fraud, trickery,

and bribery ; railroads wrecked by stock manipulations; railroads
wrecked by competition, with the sole desire to destroy; watered
stock, by whiech and upon which millions have been taken from
the public; adulterated food; short weights; “ Black Fridays”;
railroad discriminations; rebates to friendly business; over-
charges to struggling competitors; and tremendous combina-
tions in whose grasp reside the very destinies of the Nation.

The acenmulation of fortunes by many of the methods pur-
sued in the past should be prevented by legislation so far as
possible, and T am glad to say that during the last 10 years
much legislation has been passed to correct these evils and the
public conscience has become so aroused that legislators are
more regardful of the rights of the people and publie franchises
are not so frequently given away without any safeguards for
the people’s interest. There is need of legislation to prevent
stock manipulations, “ gentlemanly ” gambling, and many other
ways actually criminal in operation.

A brief examination in regard te the accumulation of some of
these fortunes will show that they were not the result of the
honest and industrious efforts of their possessors, nor the result
of the ordinary growth and development of the country, which
has had so much to do with many individual fortunes. A mere
statement of the amount accumulated within a certain period
will be enough to convince anyone that they were not accumu-
lated fairly or honestly.

At the age of 70, Commodore Vanderbilt had acquired a for-
tune of $20,000,000. He turned from shipping to railroading,
and his biographer, Croffut, says:

In the first five years of his
made a clear proﬁ't?af nt?t less rt’i‘siffi%ﬁﬁf:‘.’&ﬁﬁ.’“d prerinenty e b

And the same authority says, referring to his entrance into the
railroad business:

As a matter of fact, this giant of achievement had just entered
upon the most brillilant period of his life, and he doubled his wealth
four times during the next 15 years,

In the hands of his son this increased in a few years to
$200,000,000.

If President Wilson had served as President of the United
States at his present salary of $75,000 a year continuously dur-
ing the last 1,000 years, he would not have earned as much
money a8 Commodore Vanderbilt made in 15 years, and 100
laboring men at $1,000 a year would have had to begin before
the morning stars sang together at the birth of our Savior
and work continuously ever since to earn the amount of which
William Vanderbilt died possessed at the age of G5 years.

By the manipulation of the stocks and bonds of certain rail-
roads Harriman is said to have made over $50,000,000 in nine
years.

How much should be allowed in the increase of fortunes on
account of the activities of the community and the growth and
development of the country it is difficult to say, but there is
no question but that all fortunes of a few hundred thousand
dollars and over are very largely the result of investments
made profitable, not so much by the efforts of the individual as
through the activities and wants of the community.

Eighty lots were purchased by a certain individual in a
certain section of New York many years ago at about $600 a
lot. These lots have a present aggregate value of $20,000,000
or more. Lands in the ecity of Chicago which in 1830 were
worth from $20 to $80 an acre are now worth from $10,000:000
to $15,000,000 per acre. These are but illustrations of what
has taken place all over the country to a greater or less extent.

No one can contend with any reason that these values are the
result of the owner’s efforts. Their values have come inde-
pendently of him and of his efforts. After allowing due credit
for one's judgment in making his investment, still the great
credit for the increase in values belongs to the community.
When the owner dies, when he no longer needs this property,
when he no longer has any use for it or claim upon it the com-
munity, his “ partner,” not only has the right to take but should
take a large part of this increase to itself. It is the real pro-
ducer of it and is the real owner of it.”

Andrew Carnegie, referring to President Roosevelt's advocacy
of an inheritance tax, said:

I am with the President in regard to the graduated tax, and a heavy
graduated inheritance tax, for many reasons. One is that it belongs
to the community that made most of the money, and it should come
and get its dues.

Again he says:

It is not the millionalre alone who creates wealth. A man who had
mines in Montana and made an enormous fortune did not make the ore
from which his fortune eame. Who made it valuable? The community
wished to use that ore, then it became worth while to take it out of the
ground, and he made a profit. Gentlemen, wealth is based upon the
community. Where a nation does not increase in population and is
not presperons, where wealth does not accumulate, you will find no
millionaires; but where a nation is prosperous, as we are—a new
Nation, beyond precedent prosperous—there the milllonalre, and there
only, they develop.
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For the community to take to itself a share, and a large share,
of these great fortunes through an inheritance tax is no attack
on wealth. The fortune is left in the hands and control of its
owner until he passes to that country where earthly wealth is
unsought and undesired. No man’s abilities or activities are
hampered ; no Industry is paralyzed; no one is impoverished or
distressed, The real owner simply steps in and takes part of
that which it has ereated and appropriates it to itself for benefits
given to relieve burdens borne, to equalize opportunity, and to
encourage energy, ambition, ability, and thrift.

The possession of wealth carries with it great power, and as
wealth accumulates its power increases. There are very few
things that men with fortunes like those already referred to
can not do. They can make or unmake prosperity. They can
make or unmake cities. They can promote or destroy great
enterprises. They can make or destroy the very prosperity of
the country. But a short time ago it was generally believed
that the prosperity of the Nation and its financial safety rested
upon the will of a single man.

This amendment dees not propose to interfere with this power
5o long as its possessor lives. That should be done, however, by
other legislation. This bill does propose to prevent, to a certain
extent, the transmission of that power from its possessor to a
single individual. Insteand of objecting to legislation preventing
the transmission of such power it ought to be welcomed. It
amazes us that a civilized, educated, liberty-loving people like
the English shounld complacently see the powers of their sov-
ereign transmitted from father to son, and yet we see tremen-
dous fortunes accumulated by fair means and foul and the con-
trol of our great industrial enterprises resulting therefrom
transmitted by a stroke of the pen to some boy who has done
absolutely nothing to show himself worthy of such a trust or
capable of discharging its responsibilities. He receives a power
for evil far transcending that of the greatest potentate of mod-
ern times. The transmission of millions of property to a single
person qualified and prepared to handle and care for it properly
should not be permitted, because in such hands it will grow and
multiply to still greater proportions, while in hands unfitied to
care for and manage it it may bring industrial ruin and disaster

to the business world.

J. P. Morgan, jr., not only commands what is equivalent to

the services of thousands of men. women, and children. but he
holds the destiny of the business world of this great Republic
in the hollow of his hand. Intentionally he could throw our
| Nation into such a cataclysm as the world has never known.
| He might do so by lack of ability, care, or intelligence. Such
a power is too great to be intrusted to any one man. The inter-
ests of the community demand that the community shall not
permit. such a condition of things in a free government. That
government is not free where its presidents must act at the
beck and nod of some private king of finance, and that nation
is not safe whose prosperity depends upon the whim. caprice.
or will of any private individual. Legislation which will curb
or prevent the transmission of such power should be welcomed
by its possessors themselves, because it is the safest guaranty
against anarchy and revolution.

Love for country dies where government ceases to promote
hnppiness. Poverty pinches patriotism. Where one enjoys
what it takes thousands to earn, discontent, envy, and hate will
grow until the one falls a prey to the wrath of the many.

These fortunes are becoming of such frequent occurrence and
of such tremendous magnitude that a widespread distrust, not
only in our institutions and our business conditions, but in the
very Government itself is being awakened. While no one ean
fail to see that general conditions are better in this country
to-day than they were 20 or 50 years ago, while no one can
deny that labor commands more for shorter hours and that
comforts and even Inxuries are more generally distributed and
enjoyed now than years ago, it can not be denied that indi-
vidual fortunes have increased in such a degree and with this
increase has come such fower and opportunity as to awaken
a feeling that the many are being forced to depend upon the
few and we are getting that accelerated motion toward induos-
trial dependence of the increasing many and the industrial inde-
pendence of the diminishing few that should be stayed. This
does not mean in a financial sense that the rich are getting
richer and the poor are getting poorer, but it does mean a pro-
portionately increasing power and wealth in the few as against
the many.

As Small says:

We are passing through a social transition in which the power of a
few men to control opportunities for employment is enormous, and the
liberty of many men to defy the caprice of employers is correspondlngli
reduced. From the standpoint of a right thlnklnf and of a right fee
ing man such control is intolerable. So far as It exists in any class

of cases, it means nothing else than the subversion of the
the dependent parties, and their retregression into a unique and re-

fined order of servitude, It is possible to consider such relationship
a permanent feature of human society only on the assumption that the
exercise of freedom, which Is necessary to some men, is no part of the
natural function of other men.

My own amendment does not pretend to correct the evils
under which and by which these great fortunes have been and
may be acecumulated. As I already have said, that will have to
be done and ought to be done by additional legislation, and much
already has been accomplished along these lines. The purpose
of my amendment, however, is not only to distribute the bur-
dens of taxation to those who are able to pay it and to reim-
burse the community for benefits received through it, but it is
intended indirectly to prevent the transmission of these tre-
mendous fortunes from father to son and from generation to
generation, and to bring about their distribution and thereby
diminish the power and distribute it.

Some may think that the rates provided in this amendment
are high, but they overlook the provisions of the amendment
under which these high rates may be avoided by the voluntary
action of the owner of the fortune. The rate is determined by
the size of the inheritance and not by the entire estate. If the
testator, for instance, does not desire the high rates to apply,
he can avoid it by distributing his fortune among several chil-
dren or favored individuals. This probably would be the result,
and in my judgment it is a very desirable one. If anyone,
having accumulated a fortune of $100,000,000, would not desire
the community to take 50 per eent of his bequests, he would
divide his fortune among 8 or 10 or more legatees and in this
way subject them to a smaller rate.

As Melville E. Ingalls said, referring to his proposition to pro-
hibit any man from disposing of his property by will and to
provide for its distribution equally among his heirs:

The property 1z not lest by distribution, and pothing In judzment
will so protect our future against large accumulations of wealth as this.
It seems to be a craze with some men to perpetuate after their death
the immense fortunes that they have built up, but it is not the thing
that the state ought to allow.

It is urged that such a tax will drive wealth and eapital out
of the country. Where will it go? There is scarcely a civilized
country, provinee, or state in which this tax is not levied at a
greater or less rate. Independent of this, there is no force in
this objection. Capital will go where its owner believes it will
bring the greatest return during his lifetime. Little considera-
tion is given to what shall happen after death. Death is un-
certain; when it will come no man knows, and everyone hopes it
will be put off indefinitely and acts on that assumption. In the
Investment of money, the prosecution of great works. and the
acqnirement of riches no thought is given to testamentary dis-
position. Says a millionaire:

I venture to say that very few men, If any, conscientionsly consider
the advantage of the right of testamentary disposition when they at-
tempt to secure wealth. That Is probably the last thing entering their
brains. If they knew that they would not be able to bequeath their
fortunes, they would still try to accumulate wealth in the hope of either
eheatlnmthe law, or, If that were impossible, with the idea of giving it
away while they were still alive.

Sir Charles Dilke also testifies to the fact that in New Zea-
land and the other British colonies, where the rate of taxation
is high, no such result has occurred.

The continued concentration of wealth and its transmission
from father to son will result disastrously if the experience of
the past is any guide to the future. The fall of the ancient
republies is attributed largely to the fact that many were poor
and a few were enormously wealthy. Blackstone says of
Greece:

Thus the anclent law of the Athenians directed that the estate of
the deceased should always descend to his children, or, on failure of
lineal descendants, should go to the collateral relations, which had an
admirable effect in keeping ap equality and preventln% the accumula-
tion of estates. But when Solon made a slight alteration, by permit-
ting them (thongh only on fallure of issue) to dispose of their lands
by testament and dev away estates from the collateral heir, this
goon produced an excess of wealth in some and of pow in others,
which, by a natural progression, first produced popular tumults and
dissensions, and these at length ended In tyranny and the utter ex-
tinction of liberty, which was quickly followed by a total subversion
of their state and nation.

Webster, from his knowledge of history and experience of
mankind, said:

The freest government, if it could exist, would not be long ac-
ceptable if the tendency of the law was to create a rapild accumula-

tion of pro In few hands and to render the great mass of the
population dependent and iless, In such a ease the papular power
would be likely to break open the rights of property, or eise the

influence of property to limit and control the exercise of popular
power. Universal suffrage, for example, could not long exist in a
community where there was great inequality of property.

We can better run the risk of having wealth leave the country
and seek other fields than to risk the dangers that have come
to the nations of the past.

It is a dangerous situation for that country when one man
is interested in, connected with, and so controls so much wealth
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or so many financial interests and industries that he can say
to one here, “ You can do this,” and to another there, * You can
not do that,” or by the wave of the hand can start the storm of
industrial ruin or by the stroke of a pen open the floodgates of
the nation's prosperity. In the control of a good and wise man
such power may bring untold good and business stability. In
the hands of a wicked or unwise man it may bring such a hor-
rible cataclysm of industrial disaster as war and pestilence have
never brought to mankind. If this is not our condition to-day
it is nearly so, and if not one man a half dozen now hold the con-
trol of our business stability in their grasp.

Even if we do not prevent the accumulation of such power
in the hands of a few, as we should earnestly strive to do, shall
we permit them to transmit the power which they hold over the
destinies of a great people undiminished and unrestrained? To
do so is unfair to our citizens and dangerous to the Republic.

This amendment seeks in a slight degree to prevent such a
condition and the transmission of such power.

Mr. President, far be it from me or my purpose to discourage
anyone from using his ability, exerting his energy, or exercising
his sagacity in endeavoring to develop and earry on great enter-
prises which by thrift and industry and proper care will bring
to him an ample reward for all his efforts. I freely recognize
the right of every man during his lifetime to all that his in-
dustry and sagacity will bring him. I make no war upon wealth
or against the wealthy. I would not excite the envy of the poor
or the hate of the struggling against the rich and prosperous,
and especially not against those who by frugality, carefulness,
energy, and wisdom have accumulated much of this world's
goods. Some men are wiser than others. Some men have better
judgment than others. Some are fortunate and some are un-
fortunate. Some are venturesome and some are timid. Some
seem to be able in a perfectly legitimate way to turn whatever
they touch into gold, while others may toil and struggle day in
and day out but seem to be followed by failure and misfortune
and to eke out only a miserable existence.

These conditions may not be changed by law, but we can more
nearly equalize opportunity and from time to time start all in
the race of life more nearly upon an equality. I do not advocate
the ancient custom of the year of jubilee, but its spirit can well
be applied in our legislation. A man who uses to the utmost
the gifts with which nature bas endowed him fighting the
battles of life with brain and brawn and attains great wealth or
high position commands my admiration. If he amasses a large
fortune, I do not envy him, but when he is through with it, when
his life work is ended, let it be generally distributed or a
liberal share be taken by the State for its own preservation and
in order that its citizens may more nearly have that equality
which all desire and deserve.

The transmission of a large fortune to a young man is a
handicap and a detriment to his success. It takes away ambi-
tion and encourages extravagance; makes him idle, lazy, and
shiftless; encourages dissipation and high living; unfits him for
places of trust and responsibility. History proves and our own
observation shows that as a rule the men who have succeeded
in business or government, the great captains of industry or the
wise statesmen of the ages, have all come up through poverty
and hardship. It develops the latent powers that are found in
the babes of the poor and which is stified in the babes of the
rich. They are unfitted for places of trust and responsibility
because they never have been tested. Young men who by their
own efforts have mastered the various lines of work in which
they have engaged and have demonstrated their worth, relia-
bility, and powers are the men who have succeeded, who will suc-
ceed, and will be sought after, The manager of a great steel
plant of England, on a visit to Mr. Carnegie, said:

It is not the unrivaled natural resources of your country, Mr. Car-
pegie, 1 have to envy most, nor even your wonderful machinery, but
it is the class of young men you have to manage all your departments.
We have no such class in England.

Legislation that will prevent our young men from being
handicapped by great wealth will make of many of them better,
stronger, more self-reliant, more successful, more virile men
and better and more worthy citizens.

Mr. President, the time has come for us to put more humanity
and less commercialism in our legislation. With all our boasted
tvealth, prosperity, and happiness, there is too much poverty.
suffering, and sorrow among our people. Thousands of honest,
hard-working men, women, and children are living and toiling
amid conditions and surroundings not fit for animals to live in.
The better infpulses and instincts of their natures are blunted,
deadened, and killed. They hate the institutions under swhich
they live. The Government is to them an agent of oppression.
They see wealth transmitted to father and son. They see men

who “ teil not, neither do they spin,” revel in wealth and luxury
that must come from the efforts of some one, maybe from theirs.
They see the men who own the miserable, cramped, insanitary,

deadly habitations in which they live grow rich out of the rents
that take much of the product of their toil. Is it any wonder
that there are anarchists and violent agitators? They see the
men .tor whom they work at starvation wages live in fair
mansions, ride in automobiles, dress in fine linen, and spend
for one meal more than they can earn in a week, and their
hearts are filled with bitferness. Women work long hours at
miserable wages while the children who need their loving,
tender care are at home by themselves or playing on the streets
under conditions that undermine their health and their morals.
These are problems that the States and the Nation must solve.
We must do our part. The people demand it. We must show
them that we are going to take up earnestly legislation that
will help the individual that needs help and bring happiness and
comfort where there is now sorrow and suffering.

This amendment will not go far, but it will tend to equalize
opportunity, compensate for benefits received, place the burdens
of government where they can be easily borne, make it possible
to relieve the masses from many taxes they now bear, tend to
dissipate the distrust that is growing among our people, provide
a fund that can be used for hospitals, for nurseries, for the
care of children while their parents are at work, for pensions
for widows and orphans, and lead to the distribution of wealth
during the lifetime of its possessor in ways that will alleviate
suffering and bring light into dark places.

Mr. President, this is not a ery against wealth. It is an ap-
peal to wealth and to all who know that these conditions de-
mand a remedy. Unless we meet the problem of humanity
that has come down to us through the ages, the poet's cry may
become a reality:

O masters, lords, and rulers In all lands,

How will the Future reckon with this Man,

How answer his brute question in that hour
When whirlwinds of rebellion shake the world?
How will it be with kingdoms and with kings-—
With those who shaped him to the thing he is—
When this dumb Terror shall reply to God,
After the silence of the centuries?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
Nogris].

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, I desire to say in regard
to this proposition that I am in favor of an inheritance tax,
and I shall vote for the amendment; but in so doing I do not
want it to be understood that it is an indorsement of the
schedule of rates fixed. I do not believe that the rates pro-
vided are as they should be; but believing in the principle of
an inheritance tax, I shall vote for the amendment.

Mr. NORRIS. I ask for the yeas and nays on agreeing to the
amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. BRYAN (when his name was called). I have a pair
with the junior Senator from Michigan [Mr. TowxNsExD],
which I transfer to the junior Senator from South Carolina
[Mr. SmiTH] and vote “nay.”

Mr. LEA (when his name was called). I transfer my pair
with the senior Senator from South Dakota [Mr. CrRAWFORD]
to the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. OwexN] and vote “ nay."”

Mr. LEWIS (when his name was called). I am paired with
the junior Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Groxxal. If he
were here, I would vote “ nay.”

Mr. THOMAS (when his name was ecalled). I have a general
pair with the senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. BurToN] and
withhold my vote. If I were permitted to vote, I would vote
“ nay',l

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. JAMES (after having voted in the negative). T have a
general pair with the junior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Weeks]. I voted “nay.” I am informed by the senior Sena-
tor from Massachusetts [Mr, Looce] that if his colleague were
present he would likewise vote “nay.” Therefore I will allow
my vote to stand.

Mr. JONES. I desire to state that the junior Senator from
Michigan [Mr. TowxsexDp] is necessarily absent and that he is
paired with the Senator from Florida [Mr. Bryax]. I make
this announcement for all other votes to-day.

Mr. KERN., Being paired with the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. BeaprLey] I withhold my vote. If I were at iiberty to vote,
I would vote * nay.”

Mr, REED. I have a pair with the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. SaarE]. I transfer my pair to the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. HitcHCOCK] and vote * nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 12, nays 58, as follows:

YEAS—12.
Borah Clapp Kenyon Tage
Brady Cuommins La Follette Ktephenson
Bristow Jones Norris Sterling
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NAYS—358,
Ashurst Gore Overman Simmons
con Hollis Penrose Smith, Ariz.

ankhead Hughes Perkins Smith, Ga,
Brandegee Jackson Pittman Smith, Md.
Bryan James Pomerens Stone
Catron Johnson -Ransdell _ ' Butherland
Chamberlaln Lane Reed .+ Swanson
Chilton Lea Robinson Thompson
Clark, Wyo. Lippitt Root Thornton
Clarke, Ark. Lodge Saulsbury Tillman
Colt Martin, Va. Shafroth ° Vardaman
Dillingham Martine, N. J. Sheppard Walsh
Fall Myers Sherman Willlams
Fletcher 0'Gorman Shields
Gallinger Oliver Shively

NOT VOTING—23.

Bradley Gronna Newlands Townsend
Burleigh Hitcheock Owen Warren
Burton Kern Poindexter Weeks
Crawford Lewls Smith, Mich, Works
Culberson MeCumber Smith, 8. C.
du Pont McLean Smoot
Goft Nelson Thomas

So Mr. Norgris's amendment was rejected.

Mr. JONES. I desire to offer an amendment. I will simply
ask that the amendment be printed in the Recorp and not have
it read.- It is the amendment which I already explained in ref-
erence to the inheritance tax., I shall not ask for a roll eall,
but simply ask for a vote.

Mr. Joxes's amendment was to add to the bill as a new sec-
tion the following:

BEC. —. That a tax shall be, and {s hereby, Imposed upon the trans-
fer of any property, real or personal, or of any interest therein or in-
come therefrom, in trust or otherwise, to persons or corporations, within
the United States or any of Its possessions (except the Philippine
Islands), in the following cases:

First. When the transfer Is by will or by the Intestate laws of an
State or Territory or of the United States from any person dying selz
or possessed of the property while a resident of the Unlted States or
any of its possessions (except the Philippine Islands).

gecond. When the transfer is by will or intestate law of progerty
within the United States or any of its possesslons (except the Philip-
pine Islands), and the decedent was a nonresident of the United States
or any of its possesslons at the time of his death.

Third. Whenever the property of a resident decedent, or the property
of a nonresident decedent within the United States or any of its pos-
gessions (except the Philippine Islands), transferred by will, is not
gpecifically bequeathed or devised, such property shall, for the purpose
oli2 this section, be deemed to be transferred proportionately to, and
divided pro rata among. all the general legatees and devisees named in
said decedent's will, including all transfers under a residuary clause of
such wilL

Fourth. When the transfer is of property made by a resident, or by a
nonresident when such nonresident’s property Is within the United
States or any of its possesslons (except the Philippine Islands), b
deed, grant, gargaiu, sale, or gift made in confemplation of the dea
of the grantor, vendor. or donor, or intended to take effect in possession
or enjoyment at or after such death.

Fifth. When any such person or corporation becomes beneficially en-
titled, In posscssron or expectancy, to any property or the income
thereof by any such transfer, whether made before or after the passage

i t. :

oriflgltﬁl.a%hmever any person or corporation shall exercise a power
of appointment derived from any disposition of property made either
before or after the passage of this act such appoiniment when made
shall be deemscd a transfer taxable under the provisions of this act in
the same manner as though the property to which such appolntment
relates belonged absolutely to the donee of such power and had been
bequeathed or devised by such doumee by will; and whenever any person
or corporatlon possessing such power of appointment so derived shall
omit or fail to exercise the same within the time provided therefor,
in whole or in part, a transfer taxable under the provisions of this act
ghall be deemed to take place to the extent of such omission or fallure,
in the same manner as though the persons or corporations thereby
becoming entitled to the go#sessibn or enjoyment of the property to
which sach power related had succeeded thereto by & will of the donee
of the power falling to exercise such power, taking effect at the time
of such omission or failure.

Seventh. The tax Imposed hereby shall be, except as otherwise pre-

scribed In paragraph 2 of this section, as follows:
~ If sucn property, real or personal, or any interest therein so trans-
ferred, is o¥ the value of less than $5,000, at the rate of 1 per cent upon
the clear market value of such property ; if of the value of §5,000 and not
exceeding $50,000, at the rate of 2 per cent upon the clear market value
of such property; if exceeding £50.000 and not exceeding $250,000, at
the rate of 5 per eent upon the clear market value thereof; if exceed-
ing $250,000 and not exceeding $750.000, at the rate of 10 per cent
upon the clear market value thereof; If exceeding 750,000 and not ex-
ceeding $1,600,000, at the rate of 15 per cent upon the clear market
value thereof: if exceeding $1,500,000 and not exceeding $3,000,000,
at the rate of 20 per cent upon the clear market value thereof; if ex-
ceeding $3,000,000 and not exceeding $7.000,000 in value, at the rate
of 25 per cent upon the clear market value thercof; if exceeding

"'000.&!0 and not exceeding $15,000,000 in value, at the rate of 40

per cent upon the clear market value thereof; and if of the value of
over $15.000,000, at the rate of 50 per cent upon the clear market
value thereof.

Par. 2, That when property, real or personal. or any beneficial in-
terest therein. of the value of less than $25.000 passes by any such
transfer to or for the use of any father, mother, husband, wife, child,
brother, sister, wife, or widow of a son or the husband of a daughter,
or any child or children adopted as such in conformity with the laws
of any State, Territory. or-of the United States (in which such person
shall at the time of such transfer reside), of the decedent, grantor,
donor, or vendor, or to any child to whom any such decedent, grantor,
donor, or vendor, for not less than 10 years prior to such trans‘er
stood in the mutuvally acknowledged relation of a parent: Provided,
however, That such relationship began at or before the child's nth
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birth and was continuous for sald 10 years thereafter: And pro-
vided also, That, except in the case of a stepchild, the parents of such
child shall be deceased when such relationship commen or to any
lineal descendent of such decedent, grantor, domor, or vendor born in
lawful wedlock, such transfer of property shall not be taxable under
this section; if real or personal pmpeﬂg'. or any beneficial interest
thereln, so transferred {8 of the value of $25,000 and not exceeding
$50,000, 1t shall be taxable under this section at the rate of 1 per cent
upon the clear market value of such property; if exceeding $50,000 and
not ¢xceeding $250,000, it shall be taxable under this section at the
rate of 2 per cent upon the clear market value of such property; if
excecdtng ,000 and not exceeding $500,000, it shall be taxable
under this section at the rate of 3 per cent u the clear market
value of such prope + it exceeding $500, and not exceeding
$1,000,000, it shall be taxable under this section at the rate of 4 per
cent upon the clear market value of such Pmperty: if exceeding
$1,000,000 and not exceeding $5,000,000, it shall be taxable under this
section at the rate of T per cent upon the clear market value of such
property; if excceding $5,000,000 and not exceeding $10,000,000, it
shall be taxable under this section at the rate of 15 per cent upon the
clear magket value of such property; if exceeding $10,000,000 and not
exceeding $20,000,000, it shall be taxable under this section at the rale
of 25 per cent upon the clear market value of such property: if ex-
ceeding $20,000,000 and not exceeding $30,000,000, it shall be taxable
under this section at the rate of 35 r cent upon the clear market
value of such property; and if exceeding $£30,000,000, it shall be tax-
able nnder this section at the rate of 50 per cent upon the clear market
value of such property. But any property devised or bequeathed to
any purely educational, charitable, missionary, benevolent, ospital, or
infirmary corporation, including corporations organized exclusively for
Bible or tract Eurposes. ghall be exempted from and mot subject to the
provisions of this section. There shall also be exempted from and not
subject to the provislons of this section personal property, other than
money or securities, bequeathed to a corporation or assoclation organ-
ized exclusively for the moral or mental improvement of men or women,
or for scientifie, literary, library, patriotic, cemetery, or historical pur-
poses, or for the enforcement of laws relating to children or animals,
or for two or more of such purposes, and used exclusively for carrying
out one or more of such purposes. But no such corporation or asso-
clatlon shall be enfitled to such exemption if any officer, member. or
employee thereof shall receive or may be lawfully entitled to receive
any pecuniary profit from the operations thereof except reasonable com-
pensation for services in effecting one or more of such purposes or as
proper beneflciaries of its strictly charltable purposes ; or if the organi-
zatlon thereof for any such avowed purpose be a guise or pretense for
directly or indirectly making any other pecuniary proflt for such cor-
?nration or association or for any of its members or employees: or it
t be not in good faith organized or conducted exclusive y for one or
more of such purposes.

Par. 3. That if such tax i3 paid within six months from the acerual
thereof a discount of 5 per cent shall be allowed and deducted there-
from. If such tax !s not paid within 18 months from the acerual
thercof, interest shall be charged and ccllected thereon at the rate of
10 per cent per annum from the time the tax accrued, unless by reason
of claims made upon the estate, necessary litigation, or other unavoid-
able cause of delay such tax can not be determined and paid as herein
proyided, in which case Interest at the rate of 6 per cent per annum
shall be charged upon such tax from the accrual thereof until the cause
of such delay is removed, after which 10 per cent shall be charged.

Par. 4. That the tax or duty aforesaid shall be due and payable in
two years after the death of the testator, and shall be a lien and charge
upon the preperty of every person who may die as aforesaid for 20
genrs or until the same shall, within that period, be fully paid to and

ischarged by the United States; and every executor, administrator, or
trustee having in charge or trust any leFacy or distributive share as
aforesaid shall give notice thereof, in writing, to the collector or deputy
collector of the district where the deceased ai:-.nntcir or bargainer last
resided within 30 days after he shall have taken charge of such trust,
and every executor, administrator, or trustee, before payment and dis-
tribution to the legateci or any parties entitied to beneficial inferest
therein, shall pay to the collector or deputy eollector of the district of
which the deceased person was a resident, or in which the property was
located in csase of nonresidents, the amount of the duty or tax assessed
upon such legacy or distributive share, and shall also make and render to
the said collector or deputy collector a schedule, list, or statement, in du-
{:llcatn, of the amount of such legacy or distributive share, together with
he amount of dnty which has acerned or shall accrue thereon, verified
by his oath or affirmation, to be administered and certified thereon by
some magistrate or officer having lawful power to administer such oaths
in such form and manner as may be }:rescrihed by the Commissloner
of Internal Revenue, which schedule, Iist, or statement shall contain
the names of each and every person entitled to any beneficial interest
therein, together with the clear value of such interést, the duplicale of
which schedule, list, or statement shall be by him immediately deliv-
ered and the tax thereon paid to such collector; and upon such pay-
ment and delivery of such schedule, list, or statement said collector or
deputy collector shall grant to such person paying such dnty or tax a
receipt or receipts for the same in uljllcate. which shall be prepared
as hereinafter provided. Buch receipt or receipts, duly signed and
delivered by such collector or deputy collector, shall be “sufficient evi-
dence to entitle such executor, administrator, or trustee to be credited
and allowed such payment by every tribunal which by the laws of any
State or Territory is or may be empowered to decide upon and settle
the accounts of executors and administrators. And in ecase such ex-
ceutor, administrator, or trustee shall refuse or neglect to pay the
aforesaid duty or tax to the collector or deputy collector as aforesald
within the time hereinbefore provided, or shall neglect or refuse to
deliver to said collector or deputy collector the duplicate of the sched-
ule, list, or statement of such legacies, property, or reonal estate,
under oath as aforesaid, or shall neglect or refuse to deliver the sched-
ule, list, or statement of such legacies, property, or personal estate,
under cath as aforesald, or shall deliver to said collector or deputy
collector a false schedule or statement of such legacies, property, or
personal estate, or give the names and relationship of the persons en-
titled to beneficial interests therein untruly or sghall not truly and cor-
rectly set forth and state therein the clear value of such beneficial in-
terests, or where no administration upon such property or personal
estate shall have been granted or allowed under existing laws, the col-
lector or deputy collector shall make out such lists and valuation as
in other cases of neglect or refusal and shall assess the duty thercon,
and the collector shall commence appropriate proceedings before any
court of the United States, In the name of the United States, azainst
such person or persons as may have the actual or constructive enstody
or possession of such property or personal estate, or any part thereof,
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and shall subject such property or personal estate, or uc:z portion of
the same, to sold upon the judgment of decree of such court, and
from the proceeds of such sale the amount of such tax or duty, together
with all costs and expenses of mrg deseription to be allowed by such
court, shall be first pald, and the balance, if any, deposited a
to the order of such court, to be paid nnder its direction to such person
or persons as shall establish title to the same. The deed or deeds or
any proper conveyance of such property or personal estate, or any por-
tion thereof, so sold under such judgment or decree executed by the
- officer lawfully charzed with earry the same into effect shall vest in
the purchaser thereof all the title of the delinguent to the property or
personal estate sold and virtue of such § t or decree,
and shall release every other portion of such property or al estate
from the llen or cha thercon created by this sectlon. And eve
rson who shall have in his possession, charge, or custody any record,
le. or paper containing. or sup to contain, any information con-
cerning such property or personal estate, as aforesald, passing from an
person who may die as aforesaid, shall exhibit the same at the ue
of the collector or deputy collector of the district and to any law officer
of the United States In the performance of his duty under this section,
Lis deputy or agent, who may desire to examine the same. And if any such
erson having in his possession, charge, or custody any such records,
o8, Or r shall refuse or meglect to exhibit the same on uest, as
foresald, he shall forfeit and pay the sum of §500: Provided, naf in
1 legal controversies where such deed or title shall be the subject of
juodicial investization, the recital in said deed shall be prima facie evl-
deoce of its truth and that the requirements of the law have been com-
lied with by the oficers of the Government: And provided further,
E‘hat in case of willful neglect, refusal, or false statement by such ex-
ecutor, administrator, or trustee, as aforesaid. he shall be llable to a
nalty of not exceeding $1.000, to be recovered with costs of suit.
oy tax paid under the provisions of this section shall be dedncted
from the Esrt[mlur legacy or distributive share on account of which
the same is charged. .

PAr. 5. That from and after the passage of thls act the Becretary of
the Treasury, upon the recommendation of the Commissioner of Infernal
Revenue, 18 authorized to appoint a competent person, at an annunal
salary of $5,000, whose special duty it shall be to conduet such investi-

ations as may be necessary to secure the efficient enforcement of the
ax imposed ppon legacies and distributive shares of Rpersona] property

by this section, and the Commissioner of Internal Revenue may also

11.'::::r|1 Hmnl- to time assign one or more special agents to ald in such
vestigations.

PAr. 8. That In all States having a local Inheritance-tax law the
amount of such loca] icheritance tax shall be deducted from the normal
amount to be collected under the provisions of this section.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing fo the
amendment proposed by the Senator from Washington [Mr.
JoxnEs|.

The amendment was rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment proposed by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
LA FoLLETTE].

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. On that amendment I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. BRYAN (when his name was called). I have a pair
with the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Townsenp]. I transfer
that pair to the Senator from South Carolina [Mr., SarTa] and
vote “nay.”

Mr. KERN (when his name was called). I transfer my pair
with the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Braprey] to the Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. Hrrecacock] and vote * nay.”

Mr. LEA (when his name was called). I make an announce-
ment of my pair with the senior Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. Crawrorp] and its transfer to the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. Owex]. I vote “nay.”

Mr. LEWIS. I again announce that I am paired with the
junior Senator from North Dakota [Mr, GrRoNNA].

The roll eall was concluded.

Mr. BACON (after having voted in the negative). I note
that the senfor Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Nrisox] has not
voted. Therefore I withdraw my vote.

I wish to state, while on my feet, that I voted on the last
roll ecall, having inadvertently failed to note that the Senator
from Minnesota had not voted, and therefore I did not with-
draw my vote. It was an inadvertence. It did not, however,
affect the result.

Mr. BANKHEAD. T am paired with the junior Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. Gorr] and withhold my vote.

Mr. THOMAS. I again announce my pair with the senior
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Burron] and withhold my vote.

Mr. REED. T bave a pair with the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. SMrrH]. In his absence, I withhold my vote.

Mr, JAMES (after having voted in the negative). T have a
pair with the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WEEKs], and in
his absence I withdraw my vote in the negative.

The result was announced—yeas 29, nays 89, as follows:

g B oo

YEAS—29.
Borah Cummins Lippitt Sherman
Brady Dillingham Lodge Smoot
Brandegee Fall Naorris Stephenson
Bristow -~ Gallinger Oliver Butherland
Catron Jackson Page Warren
Clapg Jones Penrose
Clark, Wyo. Keu;on Perkins
Colt La Follette Root

NAYS—39.

Ashurst Kern Ransdell Bmith, Md.
Bryan Lane Robinson Btone
Chamberlain Lea Saulsbury Swanson
Chilton Martin, Va. Shafroth Thompson
Clarke, Ark. Martine, N. J. Sheppard Thornton
Fletcher Myers Shields Tillman

ore O'Gorman Shively Vardaman
Hollis Overman Simmons Walsh
Hughes Pittman Smith, Ariz. Williams
Johnson Pomerene Smith, Ga.

NOT VOTING—2T.

Bacon du Pont McLean Smith, 8. C.
Bankhead Goff Nelson Rterling
Bradiey Gronna Newlands Thomas
Burleigh Hitcheock Owen Townsend
Burton James Poindexter Weoks
Crawford Lewis Reed Works
Culberson MeCumber Smith, Mieh.

So Mr. La Forrerre's amendment was rejected.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I offer the amendment which T send
to the desk. I will not ask to have it read. as it is precisely
a part.of the amendment upon which we have jnst veted. It
Is that portion of the amendment which starts with a duty on
raw wool at 15 per cent and then makes the corresponding
dnties on the manufactured products as they should be in
order to measure the difference in the ecost of production on the
manufactured products. I ask to have it incorporated in the
Recorn. I will not take the time of the Renate to say any-
thing upon it further than I have already said, but I will ask
for the yeas and nays.

Mr. LA ForLerTe's amendment was to strike out paragraphs
205, 296, 297, 208, 209, 800, 301. 802, 303. 304. 303, 306, 307, 308,
309. 310, 311, 812. 813, 314. 315, 316, 217. 318, 318}, 4274, 652,
and 658 and insert in lien thereof the following:

1. All wools, hair of the camel, Angora goat, alpaca. and other like
animals shall be divided, for the purpose of fixing the duties to be
charged thereon. " into the two following classes™:

2. Class 1, that Is to say, merino and all wools containing merino
blood, immediate or remote Down clothing wools. and wools of like
r.-harm._-ter with any of the preceding. Including Bagdad wool, China
lambs' wool, Castel Branco, Adrianople skin wool, or butehers’ wool,
and such as have been heretofore usunally imported from Buenos Alres,
New Zealand, Australia, Cape of Good Hope, Great Britain. Canada,
and elsewhere, Leicester, Cotswold, Lirecolnshire, Down combing wools.
Canadian long wools, or other like comhing wools of Enelish hlood and
usnally known by the terms herein used. the hair of the Angora goat,
ulpaca. and other like animals, and all wools and hairs not hereinafter
included In class 2.

8. Class 2, that Is to say, Donskol, native South American. Cordova,
Valparaiso. native Smyrna. and all other native, unimproved wools
such as have been heretofore usually imported Into the United States
from Turkey, Greece, Asia. and elsewhere, excenting Improved wools
hereinafter provided for: and the halr of the camel.

The standard samples of all wools which are now or may be
hereafter deposited In the principal customhouses of the United Siates
under the authority of the Secretary of the Treasury shall be the
standards for the classification of wools under this act. and the Secre-
tary of the Treasury is authorized to renew these standards and to
make such additions to them from time to time as may be required,
and he ghall cause to he deposited Hke standards in other custm;?:oum
of the United States when they shall be peeded.

5. Whenever wools of class 2 shall have been improved by the ad-
mixture of merino or English blood, from their present character as rep-
resented by the standard samples now or hereafter to be deposited in the
prineipal customhonses of the United States, such lmproved wools shall
be classified for duty as class 1.

6. The rate of duty on wools and halrs of class 1 shall be 15 per cent
ad wvalorem.

7. Wools and hairs of class 2 shall be free of duty.

8. The rate of duty on wools of class 1 on the skin shall be 121 per
eent ad valorem, the quantity and wvalue of the wool to be ascertained
under such rules as the Secretary of the Treasury may preseribe.

9. On top waste, slubbing waste, roving waste, ring waste, and gar-
netted waste the rate of duty shall be 12} per cent ad walorem.

10. On shoddy, wool extract, nolls, fﬂrn waste, thread waste, and all
other wastes composed wholly of wool or of which wool is the compo-
nent material of chief value and not specinllg provided for In this sec-
tion, the rate of duty shall be IOJ)er cent ad valorem.

11, On woolen rags, mungo, and flocks the rate of duty shall be 10
per cent ad valorem.

12. On combed wool or tops and all wools which have been advanced
In any manner or by any process of manufacture beyond the washed or
scoured conditlon, not special provided for In this section, the rate
of duty shall he 25 per cent ad valorem,

13. On carded woolen yarns, made wholly of wool or of which wool
is the component material of chief value, the rate of duty shall be 30
per cent ad wvalorem.

14. On worsted {arns, made wholly of wool or of which wool is the
component material of chief value, the rate of duty shall be 323 per
cent nd valorem.

15. On cloths, knit fabrics, flannels, felts, women's and children's
dress goods, coat linings, Itallan cloths, bunting, and all other manufae-
tures made wholly of wool or of which wool I8 the cumfp-}uent material
of chief value and not otherwise specially provided for In this act,
valued at not more than 80 cents per pound, 40 per cent ad valorem;
valued at more than 60 cents per Parmd and not more than $1 per
pound, 42} per cent ad valorem; valued at over $1 per pound, 45 per
cent ad valorem.

16. On blankets and on flannels for underwear, com wholly of
wool or of which wool is the component material of chief value, the rate
of duty shall be 40 per cent valorem : Provided, That on flannels
composed of wool or of which wool Is the component material of chief
value, valued at over 50 cents per pound, the rate of dutp shall be the
same as assessed by this section on women’s and children’s dress goods,

17. On clothing, ready-made, and articles of wearing apparel of ev
description, including wls, whether knitted or woven, and knitt
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articles of every deseription made up or manufactured wholly or In
rt, and not otherwise specially provided for in this act, the rate of
s:ty shall be 45 per cent ad valorem.

18. On webblnﬁn. gorh;gs. suspenders, braces, bandings, beltings, bind-
Ings, braids, galloons gings, ln.aertinfs. flouncings, fringes, gimps,

rds and cassels, ribbons, ornaments, laces, trimmings, and articles
made wholly or in part of lace, embrofderies and all articles embroidered

hand or machinery, hiead nets, nettings, buttons or barrel buttons or
buttons of other forms for tassels or ornaments, and manufactures of
wool ornamented with beads or spangles of whatever material composed,
any of the foree?o‘_iﬁf made of wool or of which wool is the component
material of chi ue, whether containing india rubber or not, the rate
of duty shall be 40 per cent ad valorem.

10. On hand-made Axminster, Aubusson, oriental, and similar rugs
and carpets, made wl:oll{- of wool or of which wool is the component
material of chief value, the rate of duty shall be 50 per cent ad valo-
rem: on all other earpets and rugs made wholly of wool or of which
wool 1s the compenent material of chlef value, and not otherwise spe-
cially provided for in this act, including machine-made Axminster, mo-
quette, chenille, Wilton, Brussels, tapestry, and ingrain carpets and
rogs, 30 per cent ad valorem,

2(r. Carpets and urmtlng of wool, flax, or cotton, or composed In
part of nn{ of them, not otherwlise specially provided for in this act,
8, per cent ad valorem,
for floors, art

and on ma matting, and rugs of cotton, 3

21. Mats, ro screens, covers, hassocks, bedsides,
squares, and other portions of carpets or ecarpetl made wholly of
wool or of which wool Is the ¢component materlal of chief value, and
not speclally provided for In this section, shall be subjected to the rate
of F::sy herein Imposed on carpets or carpeting of like character or de-
scription,

22, Whenever, In any {)amgraph of this schedule, the word “ wool™
18 used In conmnection with a manufactured article of which it Is a
component material it shall be held to Include wool or hair of the
sheep, camel, goat, alpaca, or other animal, whether manufactured by a
woolen, worsted, felt, or any other process.

23 Paragraphs 1 to 11 of this schedule shall be effectlve on and
after the 1st c{)ay of January, 1914, and paragraphs 12 to 22, inclusive,
shall be effective on and after the 1st day of April, 1914.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Wisconsin de-
mands the yeas and nays on agreecing to the amendment pro-
posed by him.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to eall the roll.

Mr. BRYAN (when his name was called). I make the same
announcement of my pair and Its transfer as on the previous
roll call and vote “ nay.”

Mr. JAMES (when his name was called). I have a pair with
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WEEkS]. In his absence
I withhold my vote. If I were at liberty to vote, I would vote
L nay-Qt

Mr. LEA (when his name was called). I again announce my
pair with the senior Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Craw-
rorp] and its transfer to the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
OwEN]. I vote “nay.”

Mr. LEWIS {when his name was called). I again announce
my pair with the junior Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
GroxNA]. If he were present, I would vote “nay.”

Mr. REED (when his name was called). I again announce
my pair with the Senator from Michigan [Mr, SairH]. If he
were present. I should vote * nay.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. THOMAS. I again announce my pair with the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Burron] and withhold my vote.

Mr. GALLINGER. I was requested to announce a pair be-
tween the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCumeer] and
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. NEWLANDS].

Mr. REED. I transfer my pair with the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. SmiTe] to the Senator from XNebraska [Mr,
Hitcucock|] and vote “ nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 29, nays 41, as follows:

YEAS—20.
Borah Dillingham Lodge Sherman
Bradley Fall Nelson Smoot
Brady Gallinger Norris Stephenson
Brandegee Jackson Oliver Sutherland
Bristow Jones Page Warren
Clapp hengon Penrose
Clark, Wyo. La Follette Perkins
Cummins Lippitt Root
NAYS—41.

Ashurst Kern Reed Stone
Bacon Lane Robinson Bwanson
Bryan Lea Saulsbury Thompson
Chamberlain Martin, Va. Shafroth Thornton
Chilton Martine, N. J. Sheppard Tillman
Clarke, Ark. Myers Shields Vardaman
Fletcher O’'Gorman Shively Walsh
Gore Overman Simmons Williams
Hollls Pittman Smith, Ariz.
Hughes Pomerene Smith, Ga.
Johnson Ransdell Smith, Md.

NOT VOTING—25.
Bankhead dn Pont. McLean Thomas
Burleigh Goft Newlands Townsend
Burton Gronna Owen Weeks
Catron Hliteheock Polndexter Works
Colt James Smith, Mich.
Crawford Lewls Smith, 8. C.
Culberson MceCumber Sterling

So Mr. LA Forrerre's amendment was rejected.

Mr. PENROSHE. I think this is the proper time for me to
call up the amendment heretofore Mmtroduced by me to the wool
schedule. The amendment has been read and is understood by
the Senate. I will not, therefore, ask to have it reread, but
will ask to have it printed in the Recorp, and will request
the Chair to put the question on the amendment without calling
the yeas and nays on it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. In the absence of objection, the
amendment will be printed in the Rlecorp, as requested by the
Senator from Pennsylvania.

The amendment referved to is as follows:

On page 87, line 15, Insert the following:
SCHEDULE K.—WOOL AND MANUFACTURE OF.

1. All wools, halr of the camel, goat, alpaca, and other llke animals
shall be divided, for the purpose of ﬁxing the dutles to be charged
thercon, into the three following classes:

2. Class 1: that Is to say, merino, mestiza, metz, or metis wools,
or other wools of merino blood, Immediate or remote, Down clothing
wools, and wools of like character with any of the greceding, ineludin
Bagdad wool, China lamb’s wool, Castel Branco, Adrianople skin wool
or butchers’ wool, and such as have been heretofore usually imported
into the United States from DBuenos Aires, New Zealand, Australia,
Cage of Good Hope, Russia, Great Britain, Canada, Egypt. Morocco,
and elsewhere, and Leicester, Cotswold, Lincolnshire, Down combing
wools, Canada long wools, or other like combing wools of English blood,
and usually known by the terms Ferein used, and also hair of the camel
and all wools not hereinafter included in classes 2 and 3.

3. Class 2; that is to say, the hair of the Angora goat, alpaca, and
other like animals.

4. Class 3; that is to say, Donskei, natlve Bouth American. Cordova
Valparaiso, native Smyrna, Russian camel’s hair, and all such wools o
like character as have been heretofore usually imported Into the United
States from Turkey, Greece, Syria, and elsewbere, excepting improved
wools hereinafter provided for.

5. The standard samples of all wools or bair which are now or may
be herealter de%osited in the prineipal customhouses of the United States
under the aut urlr{ of the Secretary of the Treasury shall be the
standards for the classification of wools and hair under this act, and
the Becretary of the Treasury i authorized to remew these standards
and to make such additions to them from time to time as may be re-
quired, and he shall cause to be deposited llke standards In other cus-
tomhouses of the United States when they may be needed,

. Whenever wools of class I shall have been Improved by the ad-
mixture of merino or English blood from their present character, as
represented giy the standard samples now or hereafter to be deposited
in the principal costomhouses of the United States, such improved
wools shall be classified for duty as class 1.

T. It anf bale or package of wool or hair specified in this act invoiced
or cnte as of any specified c¢lass, or elaimed by the importer to be
dutiable as of any specified class, shall contain any wool or halr sub-
ject to a higher rate of duty than the class so specified, the whole bale
or package shall be subject to the highest rate of duty chargeable on
wool or hair of the class subject to such higher rate of duty, and if
any bale or gnc!mge be claimed by the importer to be shoddy, mungo,
flocks, wool, halr, or other material of any class specified in this act,
and such bale contain any admixtare of any one or more of said mate-
rials, or of any other material, the whole bale or package shall be sub-
ject tokduty at the highest rate imposed upon any article in sald bale
or package.

. The duty on all wool and hair of clazs 1 and class 2 shall be laid
on the basis of the clean content. If imported in washed or unwashed
condition, the duty shall be 18 cents per pound on the clean content; if
imported scoured, the duty shall be 20 cents per pound on the clean
content. The clean content shall be determined by scouring and con-
ditioning tests, which shall be made according to regulations which the
Secretary of the Treasury shall prescribe.

0. The duty on all wools and hair of class 3, imported in their natu-
ral condition, shall be 7 c¢ents per pound; if scoured, 19 cents per

ound : Provided, That on consumption of wools and hair of class 3,
n the manufacture of carpets, druggets and bookings, mats, rugs for
floors, screens, covers, hassocks, bedsides, art squares, and portions
of carpets or carpeting hereafter manpufactured or produoced in the
United States in whole or in part from wools or halr of elass 3, unon
which duties have been pald. there shall be allowed to the manufaec-
turer or producer of such articles a drawback eqgual in amount to the
duties!pald less 1 per cent of such duties on the amount of the wools or
halr of class 3 contalned therein ; such drawback sh